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LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA? WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 9, 1882 

0845 HOURS 


CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: THE BOARD WILL NOW RECONVENE IN THE 
1ATTER OF PHILLIP A, RODRIGUEZ» I BELIEVE WHEN WE CONCLUDED WE 
HAD JUST HEARD THE DEFENSE WITNESS OUT OF TURN, MR. COOLEY, AND 
EXAMINATION WAS COMPLETE? IS THAT CORRECT? 

MR. HORN: THAT’S CORRECT, YOUR HONOR. ALSO WE HAD 
INTRODUCED A TAPE AND THE TRANSCRIPTS — 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: YES» 

MR. HORN: — OF SIX TAPES THAT WERE THE SUBSTANCE OF THE 
:0NVERSATIONS BETWEEN GERALD ARMSTRONG AND THE PERSONS WHO WERE 
ACTING IN A SURREPTITIOUS UNDERCOVER CAPACITY, SO TO SPEAK, AND 
COOPERATED IN MAKING THE TAPES. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: OKAY. LET THE RECORD REFLECT THAT 

EACH BOARD MEMBER HAS RECEIVED A TRANSCRIPT OF DEALINGS BETWEEN 
Jo AND G.A. DATED NOVEMBER 7, 1984 AND NOVEMBER 9, 1984. AND 
EACH OF THE BOARD MEMBERS HAS READ THE TRANSCRIPTS PRIOR TO 
TODAY. WE READ THEM OVER THE WEEKEND. 

SGT. CARTER: AT THIS TIME, MR. CHAIRMAN, THE DEPARTMENT 

WOULD CALL ITS NEXT WITNESS, OFFICER PHILLIP RODRIGUEZ. 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: MR. CHAIRMAN, MEMBERS OF THE BOARD, IT 

IS MY UNDERSTANDING THAT THERE IS STILL A POSSIBILITY OF SOME 
CRIMINAL LITIGATION STILL PENDING, WHETHER IT BE REMOTE, EVEN 
THOUGH, IT IS A POSSIBILITY. IN THE PAST WE’VE REQUESTED THE 
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BOARD TO INVOKE THE GARRITY RULE, IN THAT THE OFFICER WOULD BE 
DIRECTED BY THE BOARD TO GIVE HIS TESTIMONY AGAINST HIS OWN 
INTEREST, AND THAT WOULD PREVENT HIM OR HIS STATEMENT FROM EVER 
BEING UTILIZED IN THE EVENT OF CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS. 

I WOULD REQUEST THE BOARD AT THIS POINT IN TIME TO 
DIRECT THE OFFICER TO ANSWER THE QUESTIONS UNDER THREAT OF 
INSUBORDINATION, POSSIBLY TERMINATION. AND HIS STATEMENT WOULD 
BE INTRODUCED, THAT’S — THIS IS WHAT’S BEEN DONE IN THE PAST, 

BN El I REQUEST IT BE DONE NOW. 

BGT» CARTER: THE DEPARTMENT DOESN’T HAVE ANY OBJECTION 

ro THAT AS FAR AS, YOU KNOW, POSSIBLE CRIMINAL LIABILITY AGAINST 
rHE OFFICER. THE DEPARTMENT FEELS THAT WE COULD JUST MIRANDIZE 
HIM AND GIVE HIM A DIRECT ORDER OR ADMINISTRATIVE ORDER TO 
ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS FOR THE ADMINISTRATIVE HEARING. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: HE HAS TO BE MIRANDIZED? 

3GT. CARTER: HE REALLY SHOULD BE I THINK. 

MR. HORN: WE COULD STIPULATE THAT HE HAS BEEN MIRANDIZED 

AND THAT HAPPENED AT THE INTERNAL AFFAIRS INTERVIEW. 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: AND HE CONTINUES NOT TO WAIVE ANY OF 
rHOSE RIGHTS FOR THE RECORD AND IF I MAY JUST SQUARE HIM IN TO 
BASICALLY WITH GARRITY THAT HE IS GOING TO MAKE THE STATEMENTS 
HUE TO THE FACT THAT HE COULD BE CHARGED WITH AN ACT OF 
INSUBORDINATION WHICH COULD CAUSE REMOVAL FROM BEING A POLICE 
OFFICER. AND HIS STATEMENT IS GOING TO BE USED ONLY FOR 
ADMINISTRATIVE PURPOSE AND WILL NOT BE USED FOR ANY CRIMINAL OR 
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3NY OTHER PURPOSE AT ALL - AND FOR THOSE REASONS? I HE OFFICER 
AiOULD GIVE HIS STATEMENT AT THIS TI ME - 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: IF THERE’S a STIPULATION AS TO HIM 

HAVING BEEN MIRANDI ZED? I DON’T THINK WE HAVE TO MIRANDIZE THEM, 
SGT- HERNANDEZ: SURE- 

MRb HORN- EXCUSE ME- ONE FURTHER POINT OF LAW IN ORDER 
ro PROTECT THE RECORD FULLY, MR. CHAIRMAN- THERE ARE TWO CASES 
CURRENTLY BEFORE THE CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT ON THE VERY ISSUE 
OF HOW SECTION 3303(G) OF THE GOVERNMENT CODE IS TO BE APPLIED, 
THIS SECTION AND PART OF THE SO-CALLED PEACE OFFICER’S BILL OF 
EIGHTS HAS BEEN INTERPRETED CONTRARILY BY TWO SEPARATE APPELLATE 
DIVISIONS OF THE COURT OF APPEAL IN THE STATE- 

LYBARGER HAS HELD IN THE SECOND DISTRICT THAT WHILE 
4 POLICE OFFICER MAY INVOKE THE RIGHT AGAINST SELF INCRIMINATION 
TO PROTECT HIM AGAINST CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS? ONCE HE DOES INVOKE 
THAT RIGHT, ADMINISTRATIVE MEASURES CAN BE TAKEN AGAINST HIM FOR 
ASSERTING THOSE RIGHTS IN THE FACE OF A DIRECT ORDER TO ANSWER 
QUESTIONS. 

THE OPPOSITE POLE IS EXPRESSED BY KELLY WHICH SAYS 
THAT THE BILL OF RIGHTS MEANS WHAT IT SAYS WHEN IT TELLS POLICE 
OFFICERS THAT NOTHING THEY SAY CAN OR WILL BE USED AGAINST THEM, 
3ND THAT THEY HAVE AN ABSOLUTE RIGHT TO REMAIN SILENT- THE 
<ELLY COURT DETERMINED THAT TO GIVE THE OFFICER THE RIGHT TO 
REMAIN SILENT? AND THEN TO INVOKE ADMINISTRATIVE PENALTIES 
AGAINST HIM FOR USING THAT RIGHT WOULD BE A CONTRADICTION IN 
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rERMS. 

NEITHER CASE CAN BE CITED TO THIS COURT AS 
AUTHORITY BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN — THEY HAVE BEEN BOTH TAKEN UP TO 
I'HE SUPREME COURT AMD THE ISSUES WERE ARGUED IN LATE JUNE OR 
EARLY JULY OF THIS YEAR AND HAVE NOT YET COME DOWN FROM ON HIGH. 
•OR OUR PURPOSES, OF COURSE, WE TEND TO AGREE WITH THE REASONING 
SET FORTH BY THE KELLY COURT AND, THEREFORE, WOULD NOTE AN 
OBJECTION UNDER KELLY TO OFFICER RODRIGUEZ TESTIFYING AT ALL. 

3UT FACED WITH THE POSSIBLE SANCTIONS OF LYBARGER, WE HAVE TO 
IOMPLY. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: OKAY. YOUR OBJECTION IS NOTED. 

MR. HORN: THANK YOU. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: OFFICER, THIS IS NOT A CRIMINAL 
-EARING. YOU HAVE BEEN ADVISED OF YOUR MIRANDA RIGHTS TO REMAIN 
SILENT, ET CETERA, ET CETERA, WHICH I’M SURE YOU’RE FAMILIAR 
JITH, AND WHICH YOUR COUNSEL HAS STIPULATED THAT YOU HAVE BEEN 
EAD AND UNDERSTAND. THIS IS AN ADMINISTRATIVE HEARING TO 
DETERMINE THE TRUTH REGARDING ALLEGATIONS OF MISCONDUCT AGAINST 
r'OU. 

I AM ORDERING YOU TO ANSWER ANY AND ALL QUESTIONS 
IRUTHFULLY BEFORE THIS BOARD OF RIGHTS SO WE MAY REACH THAT 
rRUTH; DO YOU UNDERSTAND THAT? 

THE ACCUSED: YES, SIR, I DO. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: MR. CARTER. 

SGT. CARTER: THANK YOU, MR. CHAIRMAN. 


■C’fiST FPQ 
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PHILIP ft. RODRIGUEZ , 

ACCUSED HEREIN, WAS PRODUCED AS A WITNESS BY AND ON BEHALF 
OF THE DEPARTMENT, AND HAVING BEEN PREVIOUSLY SWORN BY THE 
CHAIRMAN, WAS EXAMINED AND TESTIFIED AS FOLLOWS: 

DIREST EXAMINATION 

PY SGT. CARTER: 

Q OFFICER RODRIGUEZ, WOULD YOU STATE YOUR NAME AND 

ASSIGNMENT FOR THE RECORD, PLEASE. 

A MY NAME IS PHILIP, P-H-I-L-I-P, A. RODRIGUEZ, 

ASSIGNED NORTHEAST FIELD SERVICES. 

G! OFFICER RODRIGUEZ, DURING NOVEMBER AND DECEMBER OF 

[L984, WHAT WAS YOUR ASSIGNMENT? 

A I WAS ASSIGNED TO NORTHEAST AREA FIELD SERVICES, 

ASSIGNED TO FOOT-BEAT UNIT. 

G! OFFICER RODRIGUEZ, I PLACED BEFORE YOU THREE 

..ETTERS SIGNED BY OFFICER PHILIP RODRIGUEZ. THESE ARE XEROX 
COPIES. THE LETTERS ARE DATED NOVEMBER 6TH, NOVEMBER 13TH, AND 
NOVEMBER 2STH5 IS THAT CORRECT? 

A YES, SIR, IT IS. 

Q THESE LETTERS ARE DIRECTED TO A MR. EUGENE M. 

INGRAM, A PRIVATE INVESTIGATOR; IS THAT CORRECT? 

A YES, SIR, IT IS. 

Q AND THEY ARE FROM PHILIP RODRIGUEZ, POLICE OFFICER, 

DIVISION, CITY OF LOS ANGELES? 


NORTHEAST 
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A 


YES? SIR. 


Q OFFICER RODRIGUEZ, DID YOU SIGN THESE, THE 

ORIGINALS OF THESE LETTERS OF AUTHORIZATION? 

A YES, SIR, I DID. 

Q OFFICER RODRIGUEZ, WOULD YOU PLEASE READ INTO THE 

RECORD THE LETTER OF AUTHORIZATION WHICH YOU SIGNED DATED 
NOVEMBER 7TH, 19S4 PLEASE? 

A YES, SIR. 

NR B HORNS NR. CHAIRMAN? I WOULD OBJECT. THE BEST 
EVIDENCE OF A LETTER ARE THE LETTERS THEMSELVES. THEY CAN BE 
1ARKED AS AN EXHIBIT AND INTRODUCED. IT’S A WASTE OF TIME FOR 
>FFICER RODRIGUEZ TO READ THESE PUBLICLY. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: IT’S CUSTOMARY IN BOARD OF RIGHTS 

■HEARINGS THAT, WHEN POSSIBLE, WRITTEN EVIDENCE IS READ INTO THE 
RECORD SO THAT ANYBODY REVIEWING THE RECORD AFTER THAT DOES NOT 
-IAVE TO REFER TO OTHER DOCUMENTS. 

MR. HORN * I WAS JUST THINKING IT MIGHT EXPEDITE THE 
PROCEEDINGS. I’LL SUBMIT IT. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: THANK YOU. PLEASE. 

THE ACCUSED: IT’S DATED NOVEMBER 7TH, 1984, TO EUGENE M. 

lNGRAM, INGRAM INVESTIGATIONS, CALIFORNIA LICENSE NUMBER 
^A—9387, 1212 NORTH RAMONA AVENUE, LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 

?0029. 

"I HEREBY DIRECT EUGENE M. INGRAM AND HIS 

EMPLOYEES/AGENTS OR OTHER PERSONS ACTING UNDER 
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HIS DIRECTION, TO INTENT IONALY AND WITHOUT THE 
CONSENT OF ALL PARTIES TO A CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION, 
3Y MEANS OF ANY ELECTRONIC, AMPLYFIYING OR RECORDING 
DEVICE, EAVESDROP ON OR RECORD SUCH CONFIDENTIAL 
COMMUNICATION, WHETHER SUCH COMMUNICATION IS CARRIED 
ON AMONGST SUCH PARTIES IN THE PRESCENC OF ONE ANOTHER 
OR BY MEANS OF A TELEGRAPH, TELEPHONE OR OTHER DEVICE, 
FOR THE PERIOD OF NOVEMBER 8, 1984 TO NOVEMBER 14, 

1984, PROVIDED HOWEVER, THAT IF RECORDINGS ARE 
ACCOMPISEHD ON ANY DAY DURING THE ABOVE PERIOD, EUGENE 
M. INGRAM IS TO REPORT THE RESULTS TO ME FOR FUTHER 
DIRECTION BY ME. 

"THIS AUTHORIZATION SHALL SPECIFICALLY PERTAIN 
TO THE INVESTIGATION OF GERRY ARMSTRONG, MICHAEL J. 
FLYNN, AND OTHERS NOT KNOWN AT THIS TIME, REGARDING 
POSSEILE CRIMINAL VIOLATIONS OF, BUT NOT LIMITED TO, 
CALIFORNIA PENAL COLDE 644 (ATTEMPS), 134 (PREPARING 

FALSE DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE), 1S2 (CONSIPIRACY) AND/OR 

ANY OTHER VIOLATIONS OF CRIMINAL LAWS. 

"THIS AUTHORIZATION IS INOMPLIANCE WITH CALIF. 
PENAL CODE 633.“ 

3Y SGT. CARTER: 

Q OFFICER RODRIGUEZ, DID YOU SIGN THE ORIGINAL OF 

FriAT DOCUMENT? 

A YES, SIR, I DID. 


1/FiMWFnv mi ;pi 


LS/T'irSS.-LMC 
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Q REFERRING YOUR ATTENTION TO THE LETTER DATED 

NOVEMBER 13TH, AND THE LETTER DATED NOVEMBER 28TH, IS THE 
CONTENTS OF THOSE LETTERS VERY SIMILAR TO THE LETTER DATED 
NOVEMBER 7TH? 

YES, SIR, I BELIEVE THEY’RE IDENTICAL EXCEPT FOR 
6 THE AUTHORIZATION DATES, 

Q AND DID YOU SIGN EACH OF THE ORIGINALS FOR THE 

s Letter dated November isth and the letter dated November 2 sth? 

9 A YES, SIR, I DID. 

10 0 AMD WAS A COPY — AND WAS THAT ORIGINAL RETAINED BY 

11 MR. EUGENE M. INGRAM? 

12 

13 SGT. CARTER: AT THIS TIME, MR. CHAIRMAN, I’D LIKE TO 

14 INTRODUCE INTO EVIDENCE AS DEPARTMENT’S NUMBER S THE LETTER OF 

15 AUTHORIZATION FROM OFFICER PHILIP RODRIGUEZ TO EUGENE M. INGRAM, 

IS DATED NOVEMBER 7TH, AS DEPARTMENT’S NUMBER 8. MAY IT SO BE 
17 1ARKED? 

13 CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: DID YOU WANT THIS ENTERED? 

19 SGT. CARTER; IT’S NOT MARKED. MAY IT BE RECEIVED, SIR? 

20 CAPTAIN DOCHERTY; ANY OBJECTION? 

2 1 MR. HORN: THE OBJECTION IS BASED ON THE INVOCATION OF 
THE FIFTH AMENDMENT PRIVILEGE WHICH THE COURT HAS ALREADY RULED 
ON. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: OKAY. ACCEPTED. 

(DEPARTMENT’S EXHIBIT 3 WAS MARKED 


K .T" TTi c2. 
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FOR IDENTIFICATION BY THE CHAIRMAN AND 
RECEIVED INTO EVIDENCE-) 

SGT- CARTERS DEPARTMENT WILL ALSO INTRODUCE AS EVIDENCE 
(DEPARTMENT’ S ? WHICH IS THE LETTER OF AUTHORIZATION DATED 
NOVEMBER 13TH, AND AS DEPARTMENT’S NUMBER ID? THE LETTER OF 
AUTHORIZATION DATED NOVEMBER 2BTH- 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: SAME OBJECTION? 

HR- HORNS SAME OBJECTION. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: THANK YOU« ACCEPTED. 

(DEPARTMENT’S EXHIBITS 9 AND 10 WERE 
MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION BY THE CHAIRMAN 
AND ARE RECEIVED INTO EVIDENCE.) 

BY SGT- CARTER: 

Q OFFICER RODRIGUEZ, WE HAVE A STORY TO TELL HERE, Sc 

ET’S GO BACK TO ON OR ABOUT — 

MR- HORN: I’M GOING TO OBJECT TO THE EDITORIALIZING IN 

THE PREFACE OF THAT QUESTION. 

BY SGT- CARTER: 

G OFFICER RODRIGUEZ, ON NOVEMBER 6TH DID YOU RECEIVE 

A TELEPHONE CALL FROM MR- INGRAM? 

A YES, SIR, I DID. 


ft 


AND WERE YOU ON DUT 


T NORTHEAST STATION WHEN YOU 


RECEIVED THIS TELEPHONE CALL? 

A YES, SIR. 

Q WHY DID MR- INGRAM CALL YOU? 
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'iR a HORN“ THAT CALLS FOR A CONCLUSION OF THIS WITNESS* 
F>iE WITNESS CAN TESTIFY AS TO WHAT WAS SAID TO HIM* SUBJECTIVE 
REASONS FOR THE CALLER’S TELEPHONING HIM ARE BEYOND HIS 
(NOWLEDGE. 

SGTn CARTER: MR« CHAIRMAN? OBVIOUSLY MR. INGRAM DID CALL 
OFFICER RODRIGUEZ AND PERHAPS HE GAVE HIM A REASON WHY HE CALLED 
HIM. 

MR. HORN: THEN LET HIM ASK FOR THE REASON THAT HE GAVE 
INSTEAD OF WHAT HE WAS THINKING. 

BY SGT. CARTER: 

Q WHAT DID — WHY DID MR. INGRAM CALL YOU? 

A I HAVE NO IDEA. 

Q YOU DON’T? 

A I DON’T KNOW THE REASON WHY HE CALLED ME. 

Q DID HE ASK ANYTHING OF YOU? 

A YES? SIR? HE DID. 

Q WHAT DID HE ASK YOU? 

HE ASKED ME AT MY CONVENIENCE COULD I DROP BY HIS 


OFFICE. 


A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 


DID HE TELL YOU WHY? 

NO ? SIR. 

DO YOU KNOW MR. INGRAM? 

YES? SIR? I DO. 

HOW HOW LONG HAVE YOU KNOWN MR. INGRAM? 

WELL? IF I CAN ADDRESS THIS? SIR? I HAVE TO EXPLAIN 
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HE WAS MY LAW INSTRUCTOR IN THE ACADEMY- LATER, AFTER I 
GRADUATED FROM THE ACADEMY - HE WAS MY SUPERVISOR FOR A SHORT 
iIME WHILE I WAS ASSIGNED TO HOLLYWOOD AREA- WHILE I ATTENDED 


10UNT SAN ANTONIO COLLEGE HE WAS ALSO MY INSTRUCTOR THERE- OVER 
AND ABOVE THAT, THAT’S THE ONLY WAY — THAT’S THE ONLY 
CONNECTION I’VE EVER HAD WITH MR- INGRAM AS FAR AS MY 
(ASSOCIATION WITH HIM. 

Q DID YOU EVER WORK FOR SERGEANT INGRAM? 

A YES? SIR, I DID. I SAID HE WAS MY SUPERVISOR IN 

Hollywood area at one time. 

Q HOW LONG HAVE YOU KNOWN MR. INGRAM? 

A WELL, I’VE KNOWN OF MR. INGRAM SINCE I GUESS IT 

Houle* be march of 1971 . 

Q BEFORE THIS TELEPHONE CALL WAS RECEIVED FROM 

MR. INGRAM, WHEN WAS THE LAST TIME YOU’D TALKED TO OR SEEN 
1R. INGRAM? 

A I TALKED TO MR. INGRAM APPROXIMATELY, IT WOULD BE 

EARLY NOVEMBER, LATE OCTOBER, ONE DAY WHILE I WAS ON MY FOOT 
(BEAT ON VERMONT. 

Q AND HOW DID THAT MEETING COME ABOUT? 

A I WAS ON MY FOOT BEAT AND HE JUST HAPPENED TO BE 

Hacking up the street going into his office. 

Q AND WHAT WAS THE AREA OF YOUR FOOT BEAT? 

A THE AREA OF MY FOOT BEAT IS VERY — I HAVE EAGLE 


\OCK PLAZA ON COLORADO ROAD * 


t 1 1 ,'\t ir 

I " : t.-l v / — 


E FIGUEROA FROM APPROX IMATEL 
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1 

AVENUE 16 TO AVENUE 54, AND I HAVE VERMONT FROM FRANKLIN TO 


SANTA MONICA. THAT’S ALL. 

3 

Q DID YOUR FOOT BEAT AT THAT TIME ON VERMONT INCLUDE 

4 

I BELIEVE IT’S 1212 NORTH VERMONT? 

5 

A YES, SIR, SANTA MONICA IS APPROXIMATELY THE 1000 

6 

BLOCK OF NORTH VERMONT AND 1200 IS TOWARDS THE SOUTH END OF MY 

7 

r 00T—BEAT AREA- 

3 

Q DURING YOUR TELEPHONE CONVERSATION WITH MR. INGRAM, 

9 

DID HE ASK YOU TO GO TO HIS OFFICE? 

10 

A YES, SIR, HE CALLED ME AND ASKED ME AT MY 

11 

CONVENIENCE COULD I DROP BY HIS OFFICE. 

12 

Q DID YOU GO THERE? 

13 

A YES ? SIRS I DID. 

14 

Q WHEN DID YOU 80 THERE? 

15 

A ABOUT MID-MORNING, SAY BETWEEN 11:30 AND NOON. 

16 

Q ON THE SAME DAY THAT HE CALLED YOU? 

17 

A YES? SIR. 

IS 

Q AND WHERE WAS HIS OFFICE LOCATED? 

19 

A 1212 NORTH VERMONT. 

20 

Q WERE YOU ON DUTY AT THE TIME THAT YOU WENT TO HIS 

21 

OFFICE? 

22 

A YES 7 SIR. 

23 

Q WERE YOU IN UNIFORM? 

24 

A YES? SIR. 

25 

Q DID YOU GO WITH ANYBODY ELSE? 


if" r-= ». / 
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H 


Q 


A NO, SIR, I WAS BY MYSELF. 

Q ONCE YOU ARRIVED AT MR. INGRAM’S OFFICE, DID HE 

TELL YOU WHY HE HAD REQUESTED THAT YOU COME TO HIS OFFICE'? 

YES, SIR, HE DID. 

AND WHAT WAS THAT REASON? 

A HE TOLD ME THAT HE HAD INFORMATION REGARDING CRIMES 

THAT WERE GOING TO OCCUR IN THE NORTHEAST AREA. 

WHAT TYPES OF CRIMES? 

HE DISCUSSED CRIMES OF CONSPIRACY, CONSPIRACY TO 
r ORGE FALSE DOCUMENTS, CONSPIRACY TO FORGE SO — TO FORGE THESE 
r ALSE DOCUMENTS, CONSPIRACY TO EXTORT INFORMATION BY THE USE OF 
THESE FALSE DOCUMENTS. 

9 AND WHO DID HE SAY WAS GOING TO BE INVOLVED IN 

1FHESE CRIMES? 

A HE MENTIONED MR. ARMSTRONG AND THE CHURCH OF 

SCIENTOLOGY. 

9 . YOU RECALL BEING INTERVIEWED BY SERGEANT HERNANDEZ 

REGARDING THIS COMPLAINT? 

A YES, SIR. 

Q DO YOU RECALL WHAT YOU TOLD SERGEANT HERNANDEZ 

REGARDING YOUR CONVERSATION WITH MR. INGRAM AND THESE PURPORTED 
1RIMES? 


A 


'ES, SIR. 


Q HAVE YOU HAD A CHANCE TO REVIEW THE STATEMENT THA‘ 

SERGEANT HERNANDEZ TOOK FROM YOU? 
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IS 


A YES? SIR. 

Q DO YOU RECALL MENTIONING ANYTHING IN YOUR 

STATEMENTS REGARDING ANYTHING REGARDING EXTORTION? 

A I DON’T RECALL IT- HOWEVER? AS I HAVE BEEN 

INVOLVED IN THIS CONCENTRATED THINKING PROCESS OF LOOKING OVER 
ALL THE EVIDENCE AND MY SKELLY AND SO ON? THINGS HAVE COME TO 
.LIGHT THAT I DID NOT BRING UP AT THE TIME BECAUSE I DIDN’T 
REMEMBER. 

Q DO YOU RECALL TELLING SERGEANT HERNANDEZ THAT 

IITHER OF THE CRIMES INVOLVED EXTORTION? 

A THE EXACT WORD? NO. 

Q DO YOU RECALL TELLING SERGEANT HERNANDEZ WHERE 

THESE CRIMES WOULD OCCUR? 

A I BELIEVE I TOLD HIM IT WAS IN THE GRIFFITH PARK 

AREA? BUT I DON’T RECALL IF I SAID GRIFFITH PARK. 

Q WELL? YOU SAY YOU BELIEVE YOU TOLD HIM THAT IT WAS 


30ING TO BE IN THE GRIP 


"H PARK AREA? AND THEN YOU SAY YOU 


DON’T RECALL IF YOU USED THE WORD “GRIFFITH PARK AREA“? 

A WELL? SIR? I KNOW IT WAS IN THE NORTHEAST AREA? AND 

I BELIEVE I TOLD HIM IN THE NORTHEAST AREA, AND I KNEW IT WAS IN 
3RIFFITH PARK- AND WHETHER I USED GRIFFITH PARK OR NORTHEAST 
AREA? I CAN’T REMEMBER WHICH WORD I USED. 

Q YOU RECALL USING EITHER ONE OF THOSE WORDS? 

A YES? SIR. WHICH ARE? I CAN’T REMEMBER IF I USED 

NORTHEAST OR GRIFFITH PARK. 
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9 AND WHO WERE THESE CRIMES TO BE PERPETRATED AGAINST 

ftND BY WHOM? 

A THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY AND MR. ARMSTRONG. 

Q AND WHAT CAPACITY WAS MR. ARMSTRONG SUPPOSED TO 

PERPETRATE THESE CRIMES AGAINST THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY? 

A COULD YOU REPEAT THE QUESTION? 

Q HOW WAS MR, ARMSTRONG SUPPOSED TO PERPETRATE THE 

CRIMES AGAINST THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY? 

A MR. ARMSTRONG — 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: COULD I OBJECT AT THIS POINT IN TIME? I 

THINK THAT THE ADVOCATE IS RULING OUT DIRECT SPECIFICITY TO HIS 
QUESTION. I BELIEVE THERE WERE SEVERAL CONVERSATIONS WITH 
1R. INGRAM. THERE WAS — DURING THE CONVERSATION HE HAD WITH 
THE INVESTIGATOR 7 IT WAS BROUGHT OUT AS TO WHAT HE WAS TRYING TO 
BAY. 

FOR THE RECORD’S SAKE, I WOULD LIKE TO REQUEST THE 
ADVOCATE TO BE MORE SPECIFIC ON WHAT DATE DID MR. INGRAM ADVISE 
HIM OF THIS AND EXACTLY WHAT SEQUENCE THAT ADVICE CAME FROM. I 
THINK WE’RE RUNNING INTO MAYBE — WE HAVE THREE DOCUMENTS HERE? 
iND I DON’T KNOW IF HE RECEIVED ALL THE INFORMATION BEFORE HE 
SIGNED THE FIRST DOCUMENT, SECOND DOCUMENT OR THIRD DOCUMENT. 

I THINK IT WOULD BE MORE CLEAR IF THE ADVOCATE 
WOULD BE MORE SPECIFIC AS TO WHEN AND HOW HE GOT THAT 
INFORMATION, IF THAT’S PERMISSIBLE. 

3Y SGT. CARTER: 


- iki r — 










20 


Q ON NOVEMBER 7TH» OFFICER RODRIGUEZ — NOVEMBER 6TH, 

I’M SORRY, HOW DID MR- INGRAM TELL YOU THAT MR. ARMSTRONG WAS 
30INS TO PERPETRATE THE CRIMES AGAINST THE CHURCH OF 
SCIENTOLOGY? 

A MR. ARMSTRONG, HIS INTENTIONS WERE — HIS ALLEGED 

INTENTIONS WERE TO USE FALSE FORGED DOCUMENTS AND HAVE THEM 
PLACED WITHIN THE ORGANIZATION TO CAUSE — TO CAUSE, I GUESS, 
INTERNAL DISRUPTION ON A CURRENT TRIAL THAT WAS IN LITIGATION. 

Q WHAT TYPE OF TRIAL? 

A I BELIEVE IT WAS A TRIAL IN PORTLAND, OREGON OVER 

(fclVIL — 

Q A CIVIL TRIAL IN OREGON? 

A YES. 

Q AT THE TIME THAT YOU MET WITH MR. INGRAM ON 

tjJOVEMBER THE 6TH, WHAT TYPE OF EMPLOYMENT WAS HE INVOLVED IN? 

A HE WAS A PRIVATE INVESTIGATOR. 

Q AND WAS HE SEEKING YOUR HELP IN SOME FASHION? 

II 1 - 11 = wnrvTED n-r nasiornNCE I r~l iNVC3TiaflTINd r=) CRinE 

THAT WAS GOING TO OCCUR IN THE NORTHEAST AREA. 

Q WHAT TYPE OF CRIME? 

A I JUST — YOU WANT ME TO TELL YOU AGAIN? 

Q YES, PLEASE. 

A CONSPIRACY, CONSPIRACY TO FORGE FALSE DOCUMENTS, 

CONSPIRACY TO USE THESE FORGED DOCUMENTS TO EXTORT INFORMATION. 
CT WOULD BE LIKE CHANGING A TESTIMONY, LIKE WHAT — WHAT THE 
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-GCAL GANG MEMBERS WOULD DO WHEN THEY HAVE A VICTIM OR A WITNESS 
HHEN THEY INTIMIDATE THE WITNESS. AND THE INTENTIONS WERE TO 
JSE THESE DOCUMENTS TO DO THIS. 

Q AND HOW DID MR. INGRAM EXPLAIN TO YOU ON THAT DATE 

HOW THIS EXTORTION WAS GOING TO TAKE PLACE? 

A WELL 7 MR. ARMSTRONG WAS GOING TO PASS THESE FORGED 

DOCUMENTS AND HE WANTED TO VIDEO THE REPORT TO CORROBORATE THE 
r ACT THAT ARMSTRONG WAS PASSING THESE DOCUMENTS ON. AND THE 
)NLY WAY THAT HE COULD CORROBORATE THE PASSING OF THE DOCUMENTS 
r ROM ONE PERSON TO ANOTHER IS BY VIDEO RECORDING THIS. 

Q THAT DIDN-T ANSWER MY QUESTION 7 OFFICER RODRIGUEZ. 

HOW WAS THIS EXTORTION CRIME SUPPOSED TO TAKE PLACE? WHAT WERE 
riHE CIRCUMSTANCES OF THE EXTORTION? 

A THE EXTORTION WAS WITH THE DOCUMENTS 7 SIR. IT 

tfOULD CHANGE THE TESTIMONY IN A COURT TRIAL. IT WOULD SHOW 
PREJUDICIAL LIGHT (SIC) USING FALSE EVIDENCE TO CAUSE THIS. 

Q AND THAT•S WHAT YOU DEEMED TO BE EXTORTION? 

A YES 7 SIRS IT’S CAUSING SOMEBODY TO DO SOMETHING 

fHEY DON’T WANT TO DO. 


Q 


DID YOU MAKE A CRIME REPORT? 


A NO, SIRS THE CRIME HADN’T OCCURRED YET. 

Q DID YOU DISCUSS MAKING A CRIME REPORT WITH 

\m INGRAM? 

A YES. 

Q WHY DON’T YOU TELL US WHAT THE GIST OF YOUR 
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:0NVERSATI0N WAS IN RELATIONSHIP TO MAKING THE CRIME REPORT? 

A WELL, I SUGGESTED A CRIME REPORT TO MR. INGRAM AND 

1R. INGRAM SAID, “WELL, THAT’S FINE EXCEPT THE CRIME HASN’T 
OCCURRED YET," 


DID YOU BRING THIS CRIME TO THE ATTENTION OF A 


Q 

SUPERVISOR? 

A NO, SIR. 

Q YOUR CAPTAIN? 

A NO, SIR. 

Q COMMANDING OFFICER? 

A NO, SIR. 

Q DETECTIVES? 

A YES, SIR. 

Q AND WHO WAS THAT DETECTIVE? 

A I PHONED NORTHEAST AREA DETECTIVES AND TALKED TO 

IIKE CASADOS. 

Q AND IN WHAT CAPACITY WAS MIKE CASADOS WORKING AT 

NORTHEAST DETECTIVES? 

A AT THAT TIME I DIDN’T KNOW. 

Q HOW LONG HAVE YOU KNOWN MIKE CASADOS? 

A I’VE BEEN ACQUAINTED WITH MIKE CASADOS SINCE I 

FORKED THE HOLLYWOOD AREA, AND I BELIEVE I WAS ASSIGNED TO 
-IOLLYWOOD AREA IN ABOUT 1974. 

Q SO YOU’RE SAYING THAT YOU’VE KNOWN MIKE CASADOS 

SINCE 1974, AND YOU WERE ASSIGNED AT NORTHEAST DIVISION, BUT YOU 
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DON’T KNOW WHAT CAPACITY HE WAS WORKING AT NORTHEAST DIVISION? 
MR. horn: THAT’S ARGUMENTATIVE. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: I’M SORRY? 

MR. HORN: THAT’S ARGUMENTATIVE. IT’S NOT ATTEMPTING TO 

ELICIT INFORMATION FROM THE WITNESS. IT’S AN ATTEMPT TO 
DISCREDIT OR BADGER HIM IN A CONTINUING RESPONSE. IT’S AN 
ARGUMENT ATIVE QUESTION. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: REPHRASE THAT, PLEASE. 

BY SGT. CARTER: 

Q DO YOU KNOW THAT MIKE CASADOS WAS ASSIGNED TO 

NORTHEAST DETECTIVES? 

A YES, I KNOW HE HAD GOTTEN AN ASSIGNMENT TO 

NORTHEAST DETECTIVES. 

Q WAS HE A POLICE OFFICER OR DETECTIVE? 

A HE WAS A POLICE OFFICER. 

Q SO WOULD THAT MEAN THAT HE WAS A DETECTIVE TRAINEE? 

A YES, SIR, THAT’S WHAT IT WOULD MEAN. 

Q HOW LONG — DO YOU KNOW HOW LONG HE HAD BEEN 

ASSIGNED TO NORTHEAST DETECTIVES, APPROXIMATELY? 

A NO, I WASN’T AWARE HOW LONG HE HAD BEEN ASSIGNED TO 

FHERE. 

Q APPROXIMATELY? 

A I HAVE NO IDEA. 

Q A YEAR, SIX MONTHS? 

MR. HORN: EXCUSE ME, AGAIN, ATTEMPTING TO BADGER THE 
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THE WITNESS HAS INDICATED HE HAS NO IDEA AND 


‘~>A. 


HD YOU TELL NFL INGRAM THAT YOU WERE GOING TO CALL 


CARTAIN DOCHERTY: SUSTAINED. 

DY SGT * CARTER: 

Q WHEN DID YOU CALL MIKE CASADOS? 

A ABOUT MID-MORNING 7 SIR. 

Q ON NOVEMBER THE 6TH? 

A YES? SIR. 

Q WHY DID YOU CALL MIKE CASADOS? 

A I DIDN’T CALL MIKE CASADOS. I CALLED NORTHEAST 

DETECTIVES. 

Q I 

IIKE CASADOS? 

A NO? I TOLD HIM? “I THINK I SHOULD CALL NORTHEAST 

DETECTIVES.” 

Q WHEN YOU CALLED NORTHEAST DETECTIVES? DID YOU ASK 

ro SPEAK TO A SUPERVISOR? 

A NO? SIR. 

Q DID YOU ASK TO SPEAK TO ANYBODY IN S.I.T.? SPECIAL 

INVESTIGATION TEAM? 

A NO? SIR. 

Q WHEN MIKE CASADOS ANSWERED THE PHONE? WHAT WAS YOUR 

CONVERSATION WITH HIM? 

A I ASKED MIKE CASADOS WHAT WAS HE DOING ANSWERING 

FHE PHONES. 

Q WHAT DID HE TELL YOU? 
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ft HE SAID IT WAS CODE 7 TIME AND A LOT OF THE 

DETECTIVES WERE EATING AND DOING FOLLOW-UPS AND AT THE D.A.’S 
OFFICE. 

Q DO YOU RECALL DURING YOUR DISCUSSION WITH 

MR. INGRAM WHEN YOU WERE DISCUSSING THE PRELIMINARY 
INVESTIGATION REPORT OR THE CRIME REPORT THAT YOU TOLD HIM 
SOMETHING TO THE EFFECT THAT YOU KNEW THAT THE CITY ATTORNEY OR 
DISTRICT ATTORNEY WOULDN’T FILE A CASE ANYWAY AND THAT’S THE 
REASON A CRIME REPORT WASN’T NECESSARY? 

A NO, SIR, I BELIEVE THAT THE CONVERSATION WAS THAT 

"ROM PAST EXPERIENCE I KNOW THAT ONE-ON-ONE TYPE CRIME, ONE 
PERSON ACKNOWLEDGES ONE THING AGAINST ANOTHER PERSON AND THERE’S 
NO EVIDENCE, THE CRIME HAS NOT BEEN COMPLETED, THERE’S NO 
CORROBORATION. THEREFORE, A CRIME REPORT CANNOT BE MADE. 

IF YOU MAKE A CRIME REPORT, IT’S — YOU CANNOT EVER 
SET A FILING ON SOMETHING LIKE THAT. I’VE KNOWN THAT FROM PAST 
EXPERIENCE AND BEING A POLICE OFFICER FOR 14 YEARS THAT A 
DNE—ON—ONE SITUATION, IT’S FRIVOLOUS. 

Q SO FROM YOUR PAST EXPERIENCE, IF SOMEBODY CAME UP 

TO YOU AND SAID THAT THEY’D LIKE A CRIME REPORT AND YOU HAVEN’T 
TALKED TO THE OTHER PARTY WHO’S ACCUSED IN THIS, YOU JUST 
WOULDN’T TAKE A CRIME REPORT; IS THAT IT? 

A NO, SIR, THAT’S NOT WHAT I SAID. WHAT I SAID IS 

rtHEN THERE’S A SITUATION SIMILAR TO THIS, WHEN THERE’S A 
CNE—ON—ONE SITUATION THAT SOMEBODY SAYS, “HE GAVE ME THIS,“ AND 


h \t-jrr.ri 


\ »r--. i" 


t w. »<—• 








THERE’S NO CORROBORATION, HOW CAN A CRIME REPORT BE MADE WHEN 


THERE’S NO EVIDENCE OF THAT CRIME BEING COMMITTED? 


ft 

WHAT WAS YOUR PURPOSE IN CALLING MIKE CASADOS? 

A 

ALTHOUGH I TALKED TO MIKE CASADOS, MY PURPOSE 

aIASN’T TO 

CALL MIKE CASADOS. MY PURPOSE WAS FOR ADVICE FROM 

NORTHEAST 

9 . 

DETECTIVES. 

WHAT WAS YOUR PURPOSE IN CALLING NORTHEAST 


DETECTIVES? 


A 

Q 

TO GET ADVICE. 

REGARDING WHAT? 

A 

REGARDING 633 OF THE PENAL CODE AND OTHER RELATED 

CRIMES. 

Q 

WHAT OTHER RELATED CRIMES? 

A 

CRIME OF CONSPIRACY AS IT SAYS HERE IN THE LETTER 


134, 182, 644 AND ALL THE OTHER CRIMES. 


9 . 

DID YOU DISCUSS ALL THOSE OTHER CRIMES WITH MIKE 

CASADOS? 


A 

I BELIEVE THE MAJORITY OF THE CONVERSATION WAS 

REGARDING 

Q 

633 OF THE PENAL CODE. 

DID MR. INGRAM PARTICIPATE IN THIS TELEPHONE 


CONVERSATION WITH MIKE CASADOS? 


A 

YES 7 SIR 7 IT WAS A THREE-WAY CONVERSATION. 

9 . 

DO YOU RECALL TELLING OR ASKING ADVICE ON SECTION 


134 OF THE PENAL CODE REGARDING THE PREPARATION OF FALSE 
DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE WITH MIKE CASADOS? 
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A YES, SIR, I BELIEVE SO. THAT VIOLATION WAS 

MENTIONED. 

Q DURING YOUR CONVERSATION WITH MIKE CASADOS — AND 

t'OU SAID THAT WAS A THREE-WAY CONVERSATION? AM I CORRECT? 

A YES, SIR. 

Q WHAT DID MR. INGRAM TELL OFFICER CASADOS? 

A MR. INGRAM DID THE MAJORITY OF THE CONVERSATION 

SINCE HE WAS MORE FAMILIAR WITH THE IMPENDING CRIMES, AMD HE 
RELATED BASICALLY THE SAME THING THAT I TOLD YOU EARLIER, WHAT 
HE TOLD ME, TO MIKE CASADOS. 

Q WHY DON’T YOU TELL US? 

A AND THE CONVERSATION MOSTLY DEALT WITH 633 OF THE 

=’ENAL CODE AND THE AUTHORIZATION BY A POLICE OFFICER TO RECORD 
SUCH A CONVERSATION. 

Q WAS THERE ANY DISCUSSION OF 182 OF THE PENAL CODE? 

A WELL, CONSPIRACY WAS TALKED ABOUT, YES, SIR. 

Q WAS THERE ANY DISCUSSION OF 134 OF THE PENAL CODE? 

A YES, SIR. 

Q WAS THERE ANY DISCUSSION OF 664 OF THE PENAL CODE? 

A I BELIEVE EVERYTHING WAS DISCUSSED, SIR. 

0 WAS THERE AMY DISCUSSION OF EXTORTION? 

A EXTORTION WAS — I THINK THE TERMINOLOGY WAS 

"USING" THE DOCUMENTS. 

Q WAS THE WORD "EXTORTION" EVER USED IN YOUR 

THREE-WAY CONVERSATION WITH OFFICER CASADOS? 
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A THE EX ACT WORD ”EXTORT ION, " SIR? 

Q EXTORTION, YES? 

A NOT THAT I RECALL, THE EXACT WORD "EXTORTION." 

Q WHAT WAS OFFICER CASADOS’ RESPONSE TO THE QUESTIONS 

— OR TO THE INFORMATION THAT WAS GIVEN TO HIM BY 


1R. INGRAM? 

A MIKE CASADOS, AFTER REVIEWING 633 OF THE PENAL 

XjDE, FELT THAT I WAS AUTHORIZED TO EXTEND THAT AUTHORIZATION TO 
1R. INGRAM. HE SAID THAT WHEN THE DOCUMENTS ARE PASSED, TO 
SRING THE DOCUMENTS IN TO HIM AND COMPLETE A CRIMINAL REPORT AT 
'HIS POINT AND SEE ABOUT GETTING A PROSECUTION. 

Q. DID OFFICER CASADOS CAUTION YOU AS TO THE USE OF 

,33 OF THE PENAL CODE AND CAUTION YOU NOT TO STICK YOUR NECK 


JUT? 

A NO, SIR. 

Q YOU DON’T RECALL THAT? 

A WELL, LIKE I SAID, I’VE KNOWN MIKE CASADOS FOR A 

JHILE AMD I WORKED OFF DUTY WITH MIKE CASADOS, AND IT’S 
lOMMON — I’VE SAID IT TO MIKE, AND MIKE SAID IT TO ME, "HEY, 

SE CAREFUL. WATCH YOUR BACK SIDE." 

IT’S KIND OF LIKE — YOU KNOW, IT’S LIKE HILL 
STREET BLUES WHEN THE SERGEANT GETS UP THERE AND SAYS, "LET’S BE 


SAREFUL OUT 
1Y PARTNER 


5GT. 


THERE." THAT’S BASICALLY WHAT 
NOW, OFFICER SANDERS. 

CARTER: MR. CHAIRMAN, FOR THE 


IT IS. 


RECORD, 


I SAY THAT TO 


I WOULD 
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INDICATE THAT THE CO-COUNSEL OVER THERE IS SHAKING HIS HEAD* AND 
I DON•T KNOW IF THAT’S AN ATTEMPT TO HAVE THE WITNESS STOP 
ANSWERING THE QUESTION OR WHAT, BUT I’D ASK HIM TO REFRAIN FROM 
WING SO. 

MR. HORN. EXCUSE ME. WOULD YOU IDENTIFY YOUR — WHO 
'OU’RE SPEAKING OF? 

SGT. CARTER: YOU. 

MR. HORN: THAT’S A LIE" THAT’S AN ABSOLUTE LIE. I HAVE 
JOT BEEN SHAKING MY HEAD AT ALL, AND THERE ARE CAMERAS IN THE 
COURTROOM. THERE ARE A GROUP OF WITNESSES, I’D LIKE TO DEPOSE 
“HEM ALL AND CALL THEM TO THE STAND TO TESTIFY THAT THAT IS A 
:ATEGORICAL LIE. THERE ARE 50 PEOPLE SITTING IN THIS ROOM AND I 
JOULD LIKE TO CALL EACH ONE OF THEM SEPARATELY AND HAVE THEM 
“ESTIFY UNDER OATH. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: MR. HORN AND SERGEANT CARTER, LET’S 

JOT GET INTO A PERSONALITY THING HERE. 

MR. HORN: I DIDN’T MAKE THE ACCUSATION. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: IF YOU WERE SHAKING HEAD IT COULD HAVE 

SEEN FOR ANY NUMBER OF REASONS, WHETHER YOU WERE AWARE OF IT OR 
JOT. AND I’M SURE THAT THE WITNESSES AND THE AUDIENCE ARE 
JATCHINS WHAT’S TRANSPIRING ON THIS SIDE OF THE ROOM AND WOULD 
JOT BE CONSCIOUS AS TO WHETHER YOU’RE SHAKING YOUR HEAD OR NOT. 
-ET’S JUST DROP THAT. IT WAS A GESTURE THAT MAY HAVE BEEN MADE 
SUBCONSCIOUSLY OR UNCONSCIOUSLY* THAT WAS INTERPRETED ONE WAY. 
“HAT MAY OR MAY NOT BE THE — 
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MR. HORN: MR. CHAIRMAN, FOR THE RECORD, I WOULD LIKE IT 

STATED FORTHRIGHTLY THAT NEITHER CONSCIOUSLY NOR UNCONSCIOUSLY 
»JAS I SHAKING MY HEAD IN RESPONSE TO ANYTHING THAT OFFICER 
RODRIGUEZ WAS SAYING. I JUST WASN’T DOING IT, SIR. I KNOW WHAT 
1Y ACTIONS WERE; I’M CONSCIOUS OF MY MOVEMENTS AND I RECANT THE 
ALLEGATION. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: NOTED. 

3Y SGT. CARTER; 

Q OFFICER RODRIGUEZ, DURING YOUR CONVERSATION WITH 

OFFICER CASADOS WHAT DID YOU TELL HIM? 

A I DIDN’T DO MUCH OF THE TALKING IN THE 

SONVERSATION. LIKE I SAID, MR. INGRAM DID THE MAJORITY OF THE 
SONVERSATION. TOWARDS THE END OF THE CONVERSATION I ASKED MIKE, 
’WHAT DO YOU THINK?" AND HE TOLD ME, HE SAYS, "I THINK YOU’RE 
DOING THE RIGHT THING. I THINK IT’S LAWFUL; IT’S A LAWFUL 
rHING." 

Q WHAT TYPE OF ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE WERE YOU 

DISCUSSING WITH MR. INGRAM ON NOVEMBER 6TH? 

A VIDEO RECORDING. 

Q AND WHAT OTHER TYPES OF ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE? 

A THERE WAS VIDEO RECORDING. 

Q JUST STRICTLY VIDEO RECORDING, NOTHING ELSE? 

A WELL, THE VIDEO RECORDING, ALONG WITH THAT COMES 

rh'E VOICE. IT’S LIKE A PORTABLE CAMERA; IT COMES WITH ITS OWN 
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Q AMY MENTION OF A WIRE, BODY WIRE? 

A OH, I UNDERSTAND. YES, SIR, THERE WAS A BODY WIRE 

>N ONE OF THE OTHER INDIVIDUALS. 

Q WAS MR. INGRAM GOING TO WORK IN CONCERT WITH 

SOMEBODY? 

A I DON’T UNDERSTAND. 

G! WAS HE GOING TO WORK WITH SOMEBODY TO CONDUCT THIS 

ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE? 

A ONE OF THE OTHER PERSONS AT THE MEETING WITH 

1R. ARMSTRONG WAS GOING TO BE WIRED, YES, SIR. 

a SO IT WOULD BE MR. INGRAM AND SOME UNKNOWN PERSON, 

>R DID YOU KNOW THAT PERSON’S NAME? 

A I DIDN’T KNOW THE PERSON’S NAME AT THE TIME, 

a DID YOU LEARN THAT PERSON’S NAME SINCE? 

A YES, I’VE LEARNED THE PERSON’S NAME. 

Q WHAT IS THAT PERSON’S NAME? 

A HE WAS CALLED JOEY. 

a AFTER SPEAKING WITH OFFICER CASADOS AT NORTHEAST, 

:N TERMINATING YOUR CONVERSATION, WHAT DID YOU AND MR. INGRAM 
IISCUSS? 

A WELL, MR. INGRAM ASKED ME, HE SAID, "WELL, WHAT DO 

I'OU THINK?" I READ 633 OF THE PENAL CODE AND IT SAYS RIGHT 
THERE, AS I UNDERSTAND IT, THAT I HAVE THE AUTHORITY TO DO IT 
ACCORDING TO LAW. 

I SAID, "OKAY. WHEN YOU GET THE EVIDENCE, YOU CALL 
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IE OR I’LL KEEP IN CONTACT WITH YOU AND BRING ME THE DOCUMENTS 
’LL TAKE THEM DOWN TO NORTHEAST STATION JUST THE WAY MIKE 
URECTED ME TO DO IT. I’LL MAKE THE CRIME REPORT, BOOK THE 
iVIDENCE AND SEE ABOUT GETTING THE FILING AND MAKE THE ARREST. 

Q ON NOVEMBER THE 6TH DID HE GIVE YOU THE LETTER OF 

lUTHOR IZ AT I ON TO SIGN? 


A 

Q 

A 

Q 

OU WERE 


NO, SIR. 

DID HE ASK YOU TO COME BACK ON ANOTHER DAY? 

NOT AT THAT TIME, NO, SIR. 

WHEN YOU TESTIFIED THAT OFFICER CASADOS SAID THAT 
IN EFFECT, "WHEN YOU GET THE EVIDENCE, BRING IT IN 


0 TO ME." 


:i IDN ’ T 
>R NOT 


A YES, SIR. 

Q WHAT DID YOU CONSIDER THAT TO MEAN? 

A I CONSIDERED IT TO MEAN THE DOCUMENTS. 

Q HOW ABOUT THE VIDEOTAPE? 

A VIDEOTAPES TOO, BUT WHEN I GET THE DOCUMENTS — I 

KNOW — I DIDN’T KNOW IF I SHOULD TAKE IN THE VIDEOTAPE 
HOWEVER, NOW LOOKING AT EVERYTHING, THE VIDEOTAPES 


IOULD HAVE BEEN EVIDENCE. 

Q AFTER NOVEMBER 6TH, WHEN DID YOU NEXT HEAR FROM 

IR. INGRAM? 

A THE NEXT MORNING IN ROLL CALL. 

Q IN ROLL CALL? 

A YES, SIR, I WAS THE ONLY PERSON — 
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Q HOW DID THAT HAPPEN? 

A TELEPHONE CALL« ROLL CALL FOR FOOT BEAT ON MIDDAY 

aIATCH* SINCE I WAS THE ONLY OFFICER ASSIGNED TO MIDDAY WATCH* 
IT’S HELD RIGHT THERE IN THE WATCH COMMANDER’S OFFICE AND THE 
:, HOME CALL CAME THROUGH* AND IT’S A VERY INFORMAL ROLL CALL. 

THEY USUALLY LAST FIVE TO TEN MINUTES DEPENDING ON THE CURRENT 
EVENTS AND ANY ROLL CALL TRAINING OR FILMS WE HAVE TO VIEW- AND 
THE DESK OFFICER GOT THE CALL AND SAID* “YOU GOT A PHONE CALL*" 
AND WHAT DID MR- INGRAM WANT? 

HE ASKED ME TO STOP BY AFTER I GOT OUT OF ROLL 


Q 


A 


:all. 


OFFICE, 


A 

Q 

A 

Q 


AND DID YOU GO TO MR. INGRAM’S OFFICE? 
YES* SIR. 

AND WAS THAT ON NOVEMBER 7TH? 


Q STOP BY WHERE? 

A HIS OFFICE. 

Q DID HE TELL YOU WHY? 

A NO — I’M SORRY. HE SAID* “I HAVE SOMETHING I WANT 

TO RUN BY YOU REAL QUICK." 

Q IN REGARDS TO WHAT? 

HE DIDN’T SAY. HE JUST ASKED ME TO STOP BY HIS 


A YES* SIR. 

Q ABOUT WHAT TIME OF THE MORNING WAS THAT OR DAY? 

A IT WAS MAYBE AN HOUR OR SO AFTER I GOT FINISHED 


]/ mi IC-.T-DCPnOTCDC. 
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ROLL CALL 


Q WHAT TIME WAS THAT? 

A I GET CLEARED FROM ROLL CALL 10:00 O’CLOCK SO 

AROUND 11:00 OR 11:15. 

2 DID YOU GO TO HIS OFFICE ON DUTY? 

A DID I GO TO HIS OFFICE ON DUTY? 

3 YES. 

A YES? SIR? I DID. 

2 IN UNIFORM? 

A YES« 

2 WAS ANYONE ELSE WITH YOU? 

A NO 7 SIR? I WAS A ONE-MAN FOOT-BEAT UNIT- 

3 ONCE YOU ARRIVED AT MR. INGRAM’S OFFICE? DID YOU 

IND OUT WHAT HE WANTED YOU FOR? 

A 
3 
A 
3 
A 
3 
A 
3 
A 
3 
A 


YES? SIR- 

WHAT WAS THE REASON? 

HE SHOWED ME THE LETTER DATED NOVEMBER THE 7TH- 
DID HE ASK YOU TO SIGN THAT AUTHORIZATION? 

HE ASKED ME TO READ IT FIRST- 
DID YOU? 

YES? SIR? I DID. 

DID YOU SUBSEQUENTLY SIGN IT? 

YES? SIRn 

THE ORIGINAL TO THAT? 

YES? SIR- 
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G! AMD THAT WOULD BE THE LETTER DATED NOVEMBER 7TH? 

A THAT’S CORRECT. 

Q PRIOR TO SIGNING THAT LETTER OF AUTHORIZATION, HAD 

<0U OBTAINED THE APPROVAL OF YOUR COMMANDING OFFICER TO DO SO? 

A NO, SIR. 

Q HAD YOU OBTAINED THE APPROVAL OF ANYBODY TO DO SO? 

A I — IT WAS THE SAME CONVERSATION THAT I HAD WITH 

IIKE CASADOS THE DAY BEFORE, THE EXACT THINGS THAT WERE PRINTED 
>N THE LETTER. AND I DIDN’T SEE ANY NEED TO RECONTACT HIM AND 
"ALK TO HIM ABOUT THE SAME SUBJECT MATTER THAT WAS ON THE 
-ETTER. 

I FELT THAT I WAS AUTHORIZED UNDER 633 OF THE PENAL 
:ODE, AND I DIDN’T SEE ANYTHING WRONG WITH IT. TO ME THIS 
.ETTER, ALL IT DID WAS SHOW THAT I SAID WHAT I SAID TO 
IR. INGRAM THE DAY BEFORE. 

IT’S KIND OF LIKE SEVERAL YEARS AGO I HAD A MAN, 

US CAR BROKE DOWN, AND WHAT HAPPENED, HIS FAN BELTS BROKE AND 
'WO OF THE FAN BELTS BROKE AND HE WAS IN THE TOW AWAY ZONE, NO 
STOPPING ANY TIME, HE FLAGGED ME DOWN AND ASKED ME, "CAN I LEAVE 
1Y CAR HERE, THE CAR BROKE DOWN. I WANT TO FIX THE CAR MYSELF5 
DON’T WANT TO PAY THE TOW TRUCK." 

I SAID, "SURE, I’LL KEEP AN EYE ON IT." I BELIEVE 
'HAT I WAS WORKING RAMPART AREA AT THE TIME. I WENT TO DRIVE 
iWAY AND HE SAID, "WAIT A MINUTE HOW ARE PEOPLE GOING TO KNOW 
'HAT I CAN KEEP MY CAR HERE? IS THERE ANY WAY YOU CAN INFORM 
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PEOPLE?" 

I SAID? “LISTEN- I’LL DO ONE MORE THING.“ I PULLED 
XJT A BUSINESS CARD AND I SIGNED THE BACK AND PUT, “PLEASE DO 
MOT IMPOUND THE VEHICLE." I SIGNED MY NAME AND DATED IT AND PUT 
IT ON THE WINDSHIELD. 

I PUT THAT IN THE SAME LIGHT AS THIS. ALL I DID 
MAS EXACTLY THE ADVICE I GOT THE DAY BEFORE FROM MIKE CASADOS ON 
£>33 OF THE PENAL CODE. AND ALL I DID WAS SAY, “THIS IS MY WORD, 

I GIVE YOU MY WORD? THIS IS MY WORD.“ 

TO ME, THIS WAS JUST ANOTHER STEP IN THE 
PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATION, THAT PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATION OF A 
:RIME THAT WAS GOING TO OCCUR. AND THIS WOULD HAVE BEEN PART OF 
rHE EVIDENCE OF THE CRIME, AS I LOOK AT IT. 

Q DID YOU FEEL YOU HAD AUTHORIZATION FROM MIKE 

-ASADOS TO SIGN THE AUTHORIZATION? 

A NO, SIR, I HAD GOTTEN THE ADVICE — I HAD GOTTEN 

rHE ADVICE FROM HIM THE DAY BEFORE, IT IS EXACTLY THE SAME THING 
:m THIS LETTER. 

Q SO IS IT YOUR TESTIMONY THAT YOU DIDN’T HAVE 

ANYBODY IN THE LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT’S APPROVAL TO SIGN 
rHE LETTER OF AUTHORIZATION? 

A NO, SIR. I JUST SOUGHT ADVICE LIKE I DO WITH ANY 

3THER FELONY. 


Q 


DO YOU RECALL BEING INTERVIEWED 


SERGEANT 


HERNANDEZ REGARDING THIS COMPLAINT? 


« / ^ t W- 
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A YES, SIR. 

Q DO YOU RECALL STATING TO SERGEANT HERNANDEZ THAT 

'HE ONLY REASON YOU CALLED MIKE CASADOS WAS TO OBTAIN 
INFORMATION REGARDING 134 OF THE PENAL CODE WHICH IS THE 
APPROPRIATION OF FALSE DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE? 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: I’D LIKE TO OBJECT IF HE’S QUOTING OUT 

>F THE STATEMENT. WITH MY EXPERIENCE, IT’S A PARAPHRASED 
STATEMENT. IT’S WHAT SERGEANT HERNANDEZ PERCEIVED THAT MAN TO 
SAY, AND IT’S NOT A TRANSCRIBED STATEMENT WORD-FOR-WORD OF WHAT 
"HIS MAN SAID, AND UNLESS HE KNOWS THE EXACT QUESTION, DIRECT 
QUESTION THAT SERGEANT HERNANDEZ ASKED, THE SPECIFIC OFFICER AND 
'HE EXACT RESPONSE, I THINK IT’S AN UNFAIR QUESTION. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: IF I HEARD CORRECTLY IT WAS: "DO YOU 

REMEMBER SAYING TO SERGEANT HERNANDEZ?" AND THE WITNESS HAS 
SEEN GIVEN ANY LATITUDE. HE COULD SAY, "YES, SIR, I REMEMBER." 

! MEAN, HE HAS NOT BEEN RESTRICTED IN ANY WAY, SHAPE OR FORM IN 
US ANSWER 30 THE WRITING — SUCH AS WRITING LITTLE CARDS ON 
AUTOMOBILES IS REALLY NOT PERTINENT IN THE QUESTIONS ASKED, SO I 
"HINK THE WITNESS CAN ANSWER INTELLIGENTLY. THE QUESTION IS A 
’PETTY BROAD QUESTION. 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: IT JUST APPEARS THAT HE IS TRYING TO 

.EAD THE WITNESS DOWN A PRIMROSE PATH TO CHOP HIS HEAD OFF. 

IF HE HAS A DIRECT QUESTION AND IT’S SPECIFIC TO 
"HE ALLEGATIONS, JUST ASK HIM INSTEAD OF GOING AROUND AND AROUND 
3ECAUSE OF A PARAPHRASED STATEMENT. 


ii— r-i •> X- 
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WOULD YOU LIKE TO SHOW HIM THE 


CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: 

TATEMENT? I ASSUME HE’S SEEN IT. 

SGT. HERNANDEZ" YES, HE WAS 
E HAS A COPY OF THAT IF THAT’S THE 


PERMITTED TO VIEW THAT AND 
SAME STATEMENT WE’RE TALKING 


BOUT. 


CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: I’M SURE IT’S THE SAME THING UNLESS 

C'OU’ RE SAYING THAT THIS IS A DIFFERENT STATEMENT. 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: NO, I REALIZE THIS IS A PARAPHRASED 
STATEMENT AND NOT A TRANSCRIBED STATEMENT. IT’S WHAT THAT MAN 
PERCEIVED HIM TO SAY AT THAT TIME. 

(DISCUSSION OFF THE RECORD.) 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: YOUR OBJECTION IS OVERRULED WITH THE 
PROVISO THAT IF THERE’S ANY MISLEADING INFORMATION THAT COMES 
>UT, YOU WILL HAVE AN OPPORTUNITY TO CLARIFY. THANK YOU. 

<Y SGT. CARTER: 

Q YOU MAY ANSWER THE QUESTION. 

A COULD YOU REPEAT IT FOR ME? 

SGT. CARTER: WOULD YOU PLEASE READ IT BACK? 

(RECORD READ) 

THE ACCUSED: YES, SIR, READING MY STATEMENT, AND I DID 

!AY THAT TO HIM, SERGEANT HERNANDEZ. 

<Y SGT. carter: 

Q DID YOU ALSO TELL SERGEANT HERNANDEZ THAT THERE WAS 

iBSOLUTELY NO DISCUSSION OF ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE IN PENAL 
:ODE SECTION 631 THROUGH 633 OF THE PENAL CODE IN YOUR 
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ION VER-SATION WITH HIKE CASADOS? 

A I REMEMBER READING THAT IN MY STATEMENT. HOWEVER, 

.IKE I SAY, IN REFRESHING MY MEMORY WITH ALL THE FACTS THAT 
IAPPENED BACK THEN — 

Q I’M TALKING ABOUT WHAT YOU TOLD SERGEANT HERNANDEZ- 

>FFICER'"' 

A YES, SIR, I’M TRYING TO EXPLAIN THAT TO YOU. IN 

iEFRESHING MY MEMORY, GOING BACK, I’M STARTING TO REMEMBER 
.ITTLE THINGS THAT I DID NOT STATE — DID NOT TELL SERGEANT 
SERNANDEZ. I ANSWERED DIRECT QUESTIONS WITH DIRECT ANSWERS. I 
ANSWERED HIS QUESTIONS WITH THE ANSWERS I THOUGHT THAT APPLIED 
THAT TIME. 

Q OFFICER RODRIGUEZ, MY QUESTION IS: DID YOU TELL 

SERGEANT HERNANDEZ THAT YOU DID NOT DISCUSS ELECTRONIC 
SURVEILLANCE UNDER PENAL CODE SECTION 631 THROUGH 633 WITH 
>FFICER CASADOS, YES OR NO? 

A IF THAT’S WHAT IT SAID THERE, THEN THAT’S WHAT I 

SAID, SIR. 

Q NOVEMBER 7TH, THE DATE THAT YOU WENT TO 

1R. INGRAM’S OFFICE TO SIGN THAT LETTER OF AUTHORIZATION, DID 
'OU KNOW WHEN THIS PURPORTED CRIME WAS SUPPOSED TO OCCUR? 

A THAT DAY, I BELIEVE. THERE WAS A MEETING SET FOR 

'HAT DAY, PARTICULARLY THE 7TH. 

Q AND WHEN DID YOU FIRST FIND THAT OUT? 

A THAT MORNING THAT I WALKED IN. AND I BELIEVE IT 
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)AS DISCUSSED THE DAY BEFORE TOO7 THAT IT WAS GOING TO BE SET UP 
N THE VERY NEAR FUTURE* THE NEXT DAY OR DAY AFTER. 

Q ON NOVEMBER 7TH, DID YOU CONTACT A SUPERVISOR AND 

1AKE HIM AWARE OF THIS PURPORTED CRIME THAT WAS SUPPOSED TO 
CCUR IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES SPECIFICALLY SOMEWHERE IN THE 
IORTHEAST DIVISION? 

A THE POLICY IS YOU DO NOT CONTACT THE SUPERVISOR FOR 

«DVICE ON A FELONY? YOU CONTACT DIVISIONAL DETECTIVES. 

Q DID YOU CONTACT DIVISIONAL DETECTIVES ON NOVEMBER 

"HE 7TH AND ADVISE THEM WHEN THIS PURPORTED TIME WAS TO OCCUR? 

A NO 7 SIR 7 I DID NOT CALL ANYBODY. 

DID YOU CONTACT YOUR COMMANDING OFFICER? 

NO 7 SIR. 

DID YOU CONTACT ANYBODY ELSE IN THE POLICE 


],« 

A 

Q 


)EPARTM£NT? 

A 


NO 7 SIR. 

AFTER SIGNING THAT LETTER OF AUTHORIZATION DID YOU 
SUBSEQUENTLY LEARN THAT MR. INGRAM AND HIS FRIEND, JOEY, HAD 
CONDUCTED THIS ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE? 

A YES, SIR, I BELIEVE IT WAS THE DAY AFTER. 

WOULD THAT HAVE BEEN NOVEMBER THE 8TH? 

YES 7 SIR. 

HOW DID YOU LEARN THAT? 

I CALLED MR. INGRAM AND ASKED HIM TO UPDATE ME ON 


ft 


A 

Q 


H 


JHAT HAPPENED IN THE MEETING, 


1/ rhiMrrrV'/ i H-. -r nrnAnTrnn, 
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0 WHAT DID MR. INGRAM TELL YOU? 

A HE TOLD ME THE MEETING WENT AS WELL AS COULD BE 

EXPECTED^ AND THAT IF I WANTED TO VIEW THE TAPE TO COME DOWN TO 
US OFFICE AND VIEW THE TAPE. 

0 AND DID YOU? 

A YES, SIR, I DID. 

Q WHEN? 

A THE DAY I TALKED TO HIM, I BELIEVE IT WAS THE DAY 

^FTER. I’M NOT POSITIVE ON THE DATE. 

0 DID YOU SUBSEQUENTLY VIEW THAT TAPE? 

A YES, SIR, I VIEWED THE TAPE. 

0 WAS THERE ANY EVIDENCE OF THE CRIME INVOLVED? 

A IN LOOKING AT THE TAFE, I SAW THE INTENTION AND THE 

JI RECTION THAT ARMSTRONG WAS GOING. HOWEVER, I DIDN’T FEEL THAT 
"HE CRIME HAD BEEN COMPLETED YET, AND THE DOCUMENTS HADN’T BEEN 
: ’ASSED YET. AND TO CORROBORATE THE CRIME, THE DOCUMENTS HAD TO 
$E PASSED, IN MY OPINION. AND SINCE THE DOCUMENTS HAD NOT BEEN 
: 'ASSED YET, THE INVESTIGATION, AS FAR AS I WAS CONCERNED, THE 
PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATION WAS STILL ONGOING. 

Q BUT YOU DID HAVE A TAPERECORDING OF THIS MEETING; 

:S THAT CORRECT? 


A A VIDEOTAPE OF THE MEETING, YES, SIR. 

0 BUT DIDN’T YOU ALSO HAVE THE AUDIO THAT WENT ALONG 

ITH THE VIDEO RECORDING? 

A IT’S RIGHT ON THE TAPE. 
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A? 


!-.} 

SUPERVISOR? 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 


DID YOU BRING THAT TO THE ATTENTION OF A 

NO7 SIRn 

TO THE ATTENTION OF A DETECTIVE? 

NO, SIR. 

COMMANDING OFFICER? 


NO: 


> IR« 


ANYBODY ELSE IN THE POLICE DEPARTMENT? 

I DIDN’T FEEL IT WAS NECESSARY AT THAT TIME. 
DID YOU COMPLETE A CRIME REPORT ON THAT DATE, 


JOVEMBER THE 8TH ? AFTER VIEWING THE TAPERECORDING? 


'ET. 


Q 


NO 7 SIR. THE ELEMENTS OF THE CRIME WEREN’T THERE 


NOVEMBER THE 13TH, DID YOU AGAIN GO TO MR. INGRAM’S 


OFFICE? 

A YES 7 SIR. 

Q WHY DID YOU GO THERE? 

A I HAD BEEN MONITORING THE INVESTIGATION BY CALLING 

1R. INGRAM AND ASKING HIM THE RESULTS OF THE ONGOING 
INVESTIGATION AND THE CONSPIRACY. 

Q SO AFTER NOVEMBER THE 8TH 7 YOU’D HAD SOME FURTHER 

:ONVERSATIONS WITH MR. INGRAM? 

A YES 7 SIR, I WAS MONITORING THE INVESTIGATION. 

Q AND WHAT DID HE TELL YOU DURING THIS MONITORING OF 

"HE CONVERSATIONS YOU HAD WITH HIM? 
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A THAT THE INVESTIBATION WAS STILL ONGOING AND THAT 

-IE NEEDED — BECAUSE THE DOCUMENTS HAD NOT SURFACED YET 7 THAT HE 
4EEDED ANOTHER AUTHORIZATION TO CONTINUE THE INVESTIGATION. 


Q 


WAS THAT THE REASON WHY YOU WENT TO HIS OFFICE ON 


NOVEMBER THE 13TH? 

A YES 7 SIR. 

Q DID YOU GO THERE ON DUTY? 

A YES, SIR. 

Q IN UNIFORM? 

A YES, SIR. 

Q WERE YOU THERE BY YOURSELF? 

A YES, SIR, I WAS. 

Q AFTER ARRIVING THERE, DID MR. INGRAM ASK YOU TO 

SIGN ANOTHER LETTER OF AUTHORIZATION? 

A YES, SIR. 

Q WOULD THAT BE THE LETTER DATED NOVEMBER 13TH WHICH 

E BELIEVE IS DEPARTMENT’S NUMBER 9? 

A YES, SIR. 

Q WHY DID HE ASK YOU TO SIGN THIS LETTER OF 

AUTHORIZATION? 

A AS I STATED, THE RESULTS WEREN’T CONCLUSIVE YET. 

rHE DOCUMENTS HAD NOT BEEN PASSED. HE WAS HOPING ON A SECOND OR 
1AYBE A THIRD MEETING THAT WAS GOING TO TAKE PLACE THAT THE 
DOCUMENTS WOULD BE PASSED, AND THAT HE NEEDED ANOTHER 
AUTHORIZATION TO CONTINUE HIS INVESTIGATION SO HE COULD 
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'CORROBORATE THE FACT THAT THE DOCUMENTS WERE GOING TO BE PASSED. 
Q DID YOU SIGN THAT LETTER OF AUTHORIZATION? 

A YES, SIR, I DID. 

9. THE ORIGINAL OF IT? 

A YES, SIR, 

9 PRIOR TO SIGNING THAT LETTER OF AUTHORIZATION, HAD 

,'OU OBTAINED THE APPROVAL OF YOUR COMMANDING OFFICER OR ANY 
COMMAND OR STAFF OFFICER? 

A NO, SIR. 

Q HAD YOU SOUGHT THE ADVICE OF A SUPERVISOR? 

A NO, SIR. 

Q CONTACTED A DETECTIVE? 

A PRIOR TO SIGNING THIS ONE? 

Q YES, SIR. 

A YES, SIR. I CALLED THE DETECTIVES ON NOVEMBER THE 


9 PRIOR TO SIGNING THAT ONE AFTER NOVEMBER THE 7TH 

iND PRIOR TO SIGNING THE LETTER OF AUTHORIZATION ON NOVEMBER THE 
3TH, DID YOU CONTACT A DETECTIVE AND REQUEST AUTHORIZATION TO 
:IGN THAT? 

A NO, SIR. 

Q DID YOU REQUEST AUTHORIZATION FROM ANYBODY IN THIS 

OLICE DEPARTMENT TO SIGN THAT LETTER OF AUTHORIZATION? 

A NO, SIR, I DID NOT. 

C! ON NOVEMBER THE 13TH WHEN YOU WERE IN MR. INGRAM’S 
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>FFICE AND SIGNING THAT LETTER OF AUTHORIZATION, DID HE 
JHEM THE PURPORTED CRIME WAS SUPPOSED TO OCCUR? 

A HE TOLD ME IT WAS SUPPOSED TO OCCUR BETWEEN 

JOVEMBER THE 15TH AND 21ST, THAT TIME IN THERE THEY WERE 


ELL YOU 


GOING 


'0 SET UP ANOTHER MEETING. 

Q DID HE TELL YOU WHERE IT WAS SUPPOSED TO OCCUR? 

A YES, SIR, IN THE GRIFFITH PARK AREA. 

Q AFTER SIGNING THAT LETTER OF AUTHORIZATION, DID YOU 

SUBSEQUENTLY CONTACT MR. INGRAM TO FIND OUT WHAT THE RESULTS OF 
'HIS SURREPETITIOUS SURVEILLANCE OBTAINED? 

A YES, SIR, LIKE I SAID, I CONTINUALLY MONITORED THE 

INVESTIGATION. I WOULD CONTACT HIM BY PHONE AND I’D ASK HIM IF 
'HE DOCUMENTS SURFACED. 

Q AFTER NOVEMBER 13TH, WHEN WAS THE NEXT DATE YOU 

IONTACTED MR. INGRAM? 

A IT WAS SOMETIMES BETWEEN THE 15TH AND 21ST. I 


ON’T RECALL THE EXACT DATE. 

Q WHAT DID MR. INGRAM TELL YOU THE RESULTS OF HIS 

URREPETITIOUS SURVEILLANCE OBTAINED? 

A THAT THE ONGOING INVESTIGATION WAS EXACTLY THAT, 


STILL ONGOING. THE DOCUMENTS HAD NOT SURFACED. FOR SOME 
SEASON, JOEY, WHO WAS THE PERSON THAT WAS WIRED, WASN’T ABLE TO 
OPERATE LIKE A TYPICAL INFORMANT IS ABLE TO, THAT HE WASN’T ABLE 
rO DRAW OUT THIS INFORMATION FROM ARMSTRONG. 

Q WHEN DID HE TELL YOU THIS SECOND VIDEOTAPING AND 
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RECORDING SESSION HAD OCCURRED? 

A AS I SAID? I CALLED HIM SEVERAL TIMES TO MONITOR 

HIS INVESTIGATIONS AND IT HAPPENED SOMEWHERE BETWEEN THE 15TH 
iND 21ST OF NOVEMBER. AND THE EXACT DATE I COULDN’T TELL YOU. 

Q DID YOU AGAIN REVIEW THE VIDEOTAPING OF THAT 

ALLEGED MEETING? 

A I DID GO TO HIS OFFICE AND AT ONE POINT HE WAS — 

IE WAS RECORDING IT FROM ONE — MAKING A COPY OF IT, AND I SAW 
‘OPTIONS OF IT. AND MR. INGRAM TOLD ME THAT THE DOCUMENTS 
JEREN’T THERE YET AND AS SOON AS THEY SURFACED HE WILL CONTACT 
IE SO I CAN TAKE THE EVIDENCE AND — 

Q SO NOW WE’RE TALKING ABOUT A SECOND VIDEOTAPE YOU 

REVIEWED? 

A I DIDN’T VIEW IT, SIR. HE WAS MAKING A COPY OF IT 

>ND IT WAS ON FAST FORWARD. 

Q I’M SORRY. I THOUGHT YOUR TESTIMONY TO BE THAT YOU 

>AY YOU VIEWED A PORTION OF THAT SECOND TAPE? 

A I OBSERVED HIM RECORDING, MAKING A COPY OF THE ONE 

'HAT HE HAD ON TO ANOTHER ONE. I WAS — I WATCHED IT. IT WAS 
>N FAST FORWARD TAPE AND IT WAS KIND OF HARD TO MONITOR THE 
:ONVERSATION ITSELF. 

Q DID YOU OBTAIN A COPY OF THAT FOR THE LOS ANGELES 

: ‘0L ICE DEPARTMENT? 

A NO 7 SIR. 

Q DID YOU BRING THAT TAPERECORDING TO THE ATTENTION 
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)F A SUPERVISOR 7 A COMMANDING OFFICER OR A DETECTIVE? 

A NOt SIR, NOT AT THIS TIME. 

Q ANYBODY IN THE POLICE DEPARTMENT? 

A NO, SIR. 

Q DID YOU SUBSEQUENTLY SIGN A THIRD LETTER OF 

AUTHORIZATION DATED NOVEMBER THE 2STH, 1984? 

A YES, SIR, 

Q AND WHEN DID YOU DO THAT? 

A ON NOVEMBER THE 28TH, 1984. 

Q WHAT — WHERE DID THAT TAKE PLACE? 

A TOOK PLACE AT MR. INGRAM’S RESIDENCE, I BELIEVE. 

9. AND WHY DID YOU SIGN THAT LETTER OF AUTHORIZATION? 

A SAME REASONS I SIGNED THE OTHER TWO. IT WAS STILL 

A PENDING, ONGOING INVESTIGATION. AND MR. INGRAM SAID THAT THIS 
JAS GOING TO BE HIS LAST AND FINAL TRY AT TRYING TO SURFACE 
'HESE DOCUMENTS, AND IF IT DID NOT SURFACE WITH THIS 
AUTHORIZATION THAT HE WAS GOING TO DISCONTINUE THE 
INVESTIGATION. 

Q AT THE TIME THAT YOU SIGNED THAT THIRD LETTER OF 

AUTHORIZATION AT MR. INGRAM’S RESIDENCE, WERE YOU ON DUTY OR OFF 
)UTY? 

A I WAS OFF DUTY, SIR. 

Q WHAT TIME OF DAY WAS THAT? 

A IT WOULD HAVE TO BE AFTER THE END OF WATCH AND I GO 

>FF WATCH 6:15 P.M., 1815 HOURS. 
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Q SOMETIME AFTER 1815 HOURS? 

A YES 7 SIR. 

Q ON NOVEMBER 28TH? 

A YES, SIR, THAT’S CORRECT. 

Q PRIOR TO SEEING THE THIRD LETTER OF AUTHORIZATION, 

IID YOU OBTAIN APPROVAL FROM YOUR COMMANDING OFFICER? 

A NO, SIR. 

Q COMMANDER OR STAFF OFFICER? 

MR. HORN: MR. CHAIRMAN, TO AVOID BEATING A DEAD HORSE 
IMTO A TUBE OF GLUE, WE WOULD BE PREPARED TO STIPULATE THAT NO 
lUTHORIZATION WAS SOUGHT BY OFFICER RODRIGUEZ IN REGARD TO THE 
lUTHORI ZAT IONS TO SURREF'ETITIOUSLY MONITOR, AND THAT NO ONE IN 
’HE DEPARTMENT WAS TOLD ABOUT THIS INCIDENT UNTIL APRIL 1STH, 

985. WHICH SHOULD CONCLUSIVELY PROVE THAT FACT. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: OKAY. THANK YOU. 

•Y SGT. CARTER: 

Q NOVEMBER 28TIH, OFFICER RODRIGUEZ, DID MR. INGRAM 

"ELL YOU WHEN THIS CRIME WAS TO OCCUR THAT HE WAS INVESTIGATING? 

A YOU MEAN THE EXACT DATE? 

9. YES. 

A NO. HE SAID SOMETIME BETWEEN NOVEMBER THE GOTH AND 

DECEMBER THE 7TH HE WAS GOING TO SET UP A SUBSEQUENT MEETING TO 
;ee if these DOCUMENT would SURFACE. 

Q DID HE TELL YOU WHERE THIS MEETING WAS SUPPOSED TO 

CCUR AT? 
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A YES 7 SIR 7 GRIFFITH PARK. 

Q AGAIN 7 DID YOU ADVISE A SUPERVISOR OF THIS 


NFORMATION REGARDING THIS CRIME? 


A NO 7 SIR. 

Q A DETECTIVE? 


A NO, SIR. 

Q A COMMANDING OFFICER? 

A NO, SIR. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: IS THAT INCLUDED IN THE STIPULATION? 

THAT WAS INCLUDED IN THE STIPULATION. I THINK AT 
0 TIME DID HE BRING ANYTHING TO THE ATTENTION UNTIL APRIL 1985. 


'1Y SGT. CARTER: 

Q AFTER SIGNING THAT LETTER OF AUTHORIZATION ON 

NOVEMBER 2STH, DID YOU ATTEMPT TO FIND OUT WHETHER OR NOT 
1R. INGRAM HAD OBTAINED ANY EVIDENCE OF THIS CRIME? 

A AFTER DECEMBER THE 7TH I DID, AND DURING THE 

: ‘ERIOD, I BELIEVE, PRIOR TO DECEMBER 7TH. 


Q AND WHAT DID YOU FIND OUT? 

A THAT IN THIS PERIOD OF TIME — I DON’T REMEMBER IF 

[T WAS DURING THE PERIOD OF THE 15TH TO THE 21ST OR THE 30TH TO 
’HE 7TH. AS I RECALL, BACK AT THAT TIME, THERE WAS A LOT OF 
?AIN STORMS AND A LOT OF THE MEETINGS WERE CANCELLED. AND AS I 
10NIT0RED THE ONGOING INVESTIGATION, SEVERAL OF THE MEETINGS 
vIERE CANCELLED. 


SOMETIME BETWEEN THAT TIME PERIOD THERE, THAT WEEK 
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PAN, I CALLED MR. INGRAM AND HE SAID THE DOCUMENTS NEVER 
URFACED AND HE WAS GOING TO DISCONTINUE IT? IT WAS A WASTE OF 
I ME. 

Q WASTE OF TIME. IN OTHER WORDS, IN FACT, A CRIME 

I DIM ’ T OCCUR? 

A NO, SIR, THE CORROBORATION OF THE DOCUMENTS AND 

HAT MR. ARMSTRONG WAS ATTEMPTING TO DO NEVER BRIDGED. THEY 
OULD NOT CORROBORATE ONE WITHOUT THE OTHER. THE DOCUMENTS 
EVER SURFACED, THEREFORE, THE CRIME THAT WAS — THAT I WAS 
OING THE PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATION ON NEVER OCCURRED. 

Q SO YOU NEVER HAD THE ELEMENTS OF THE CRIME? IS THAT 

ORRECT? 

A NEVER. 

Q SO YOU NEVER HAD THE CRIME OCCUR? IS THAT CORRECT? 

A IN MY OPINION AT THAT TIME AND WHAT I UNDERSTOOD 

HE FIRST TAPE TO SAY AND WHAT MR. INGRAM TOLD ME, THE CRIME 
EVER DID TAKE PLACE. 

WERE YOU PRESENT WHEN MR. INGRAM AND HIS FRIEND, 
IOEY, DID THE SURREPETITIOUS ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE? 

NO, SIR, IT WOULD BE VERY DIFFICULT WITH A BLACK 
iND WHITE NEXT TO A MOTOR HOME. 

SO YOUR ANSWER IS INDICATING - 

NO, SIR. 

— THAT YOU DIDN’T DO THIS OFF DUTY EITHER? 

NO, SIR, I DID NOT. 


Q 

A 

Q 


H 
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0 WAS MR. INGRAM ACTING AS YOUR AGENT? 

A YES? SIR? HE WAS, 

0 OTHER THAN CONDUCTING THESE VIDEO RECORDINGS OF 

iR» ARMSTRONG? WHAT TYPES OF OTHER ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE 
EQUIPMENT DID MR. INGRAM USE IN HIS SURREPETITIOUS OPERATION? 

A THE ONLY EQUIPMENT THAT I WAS AWARE OF WAS A VIDEO 

:amera and the body wire. 

0 AND IS THAT ALL MR. INGRAM TOLD YOU OR DID YOU 

-EARN THAT SOMEHOW? 

A NO, THAT’S WHAT HE TOLD ME. 

0 SO HE COULD HAVE USED OTHER METHODS OF CONDUCTING 

rHE SURVEILLANCE AND YOU WOULD HAVE NOT KNOWN ABOUT IT? IS THAT 
CORRECT? 

MR. HORN: IF THAT IS — CALLS FOR AN IMPOSSIBLE ANSWER. 

IF HE WOULDN’T HAVE KNOWN ABOUT IT? THEN HOW CAN HE GIVE AN 
ANSWER THAT HE WOULD KNOW THAT HE HADN’T KNOWN ABOUT IT? I 
IEAN? IT’S UBIQUITOUS LOGIC. IT’S LIKE: IF ANYBODY ISN’T HERE, 

^AISE YOUR HAND. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: I DON’T AGREE WITH YOU? COUNSELOR. I 

rHINK HE’S ASKING: “ARE YOU AWARE THAT SOMEBODY COULD DO 

SOMETHING EXTENDING WHAT YOUR UNDERSTANDING OF WHAT YOU WERE 
BIVING THE AUTHORIZATION FOR?" 

MR. HORN: THAT WASN’T MY UNDERSTANDING OF THE IMPORT OF 

FHE QUESTION. PERHAPS I MISUNDERSTOOD. MAYBE IT COULD BE ASKED 
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SGT. CARTER: MELONI, WOULD YOU PLEASE READ THE QUESTION 

BACK ? 

(RECORD READ) 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: DO YOU STILL FAIL — 

MR. HORN: I GUESS THE ANSWER IS? OF COURSE, HE COULD 

HAVE NOT KNOWN ABOUT ANYTHING THAT HAPPENED, AND WE’LL STIPULATE 
ro THAT ANSWER. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: OKAY. YOUR ANSWER IS? 

THE ACCUSED: CERTAINLY. 

BY SGT. CARTER: 

Q OFFICER RODRIGUEZ, DID YOU RECEIVE ANY TYPE OF 

MONETARY COMPENSATION FROM ANYONE IN EXCHANGE FOR THE LETTERS OF 
AUTHORIZATION WHICH YOU PROVIDED MR. INGRAM? 

A ABSOLUTELY NOT. 

Q OFFICER RODRIGUEZ, BETWEEN NOVEMBER 6TH AND 

DECEMBER 31ST, 1984, WERE YOU EMPLOYED OFF DUTY BY MR. INGRAM? 

A YES, SIR, SOMEWHERE IN THAT TIME PERIOD I WAS. BUT 

rHAT IS MORE OF A BALLPARK FIGURE. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: WHAT WERE THE DATES ON THAT? 

SGT. CARTER: I ASKED HIM BETWEEN NOVEMBER 6TH AND 

DECEMBER 31ST, 1984, WAS HE EMPLOYED OFF DUTY BY MR. INGRAM, AND 
HE ANSWERED YES. 

BY SGT. CARTER: 

Q DURING THAT TIME PERIOD, OFFICER RODRIGUEZ, HOW 

1ANY TIMES DID YOU WORK FOR MR. INGRAM? 
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ABOUT A DOZEN, MAYBE 13 TIMES. 
AND IN WHAT CAPACITY? 

I HOUSE-SAT FOR HIM. 


HOUSE-SAT FOR HIM? 


5TH 

AND 

HE 

SAYS? 

THE 

BURGLARY 


A 

Q AMD WHY DID YOU HOUSE-SIT FOR HIM? 

A WELL, SOMEWHERE BETWEEN NOVEMBER THE 15TH AND 

MOVEMBER THE 21ST HE CONFRONTED ME. HE ASKED ME 
"LISTEN," HE SAYS, "I’M GOINS TO BE LEAVING TOWN. THE BURGLARY 
ALARM SYSTEM ON MY HOUSE IS NOT WORKING PROPERLY. MY WIFE IS 
-•REGNANT, I HAVE A SMALL CHILD IN THE HOUSE, AND I’M GOING TO BE 
3UT OF TOWN FROM TIME TO TIME. WOULD YOU BE INTERESTED IN 
HATCHING THE HOUSE? I HAVE CONFIDENTIAL DOCUMENTS IN THERE AMD 
1Y OFFICE DOESN’T AFFORD ME THE OPPORTUNITY TO HAVE ANY KIND OF 


SECURITY." 

AT THAT TIME HE HAD A VERY SMALL OFFICE, 10 BY 10, 
AT THE BIGGEST, AND HE HAD DOCUMENTS IN THERE. AND HE FELT MORE 
SECURE, AND IT WAS GETTING CLOSE TO CHRISTMAS, AND IT WAS EASY 
10NEY TO SIT AMD WATCH SOMEBODY’S HOUSE AND MAKE — YOU KNOW, 

<EEP IT SECURE FOR HIMSELF AND HIS FAMILY. 

G! WHAT TYPE OF COMPENSATION DID MR. INGRAM PROVIDE 

/OU FOR YOUR EMPLOYMENT? 

A HE PAID ME $100 A NIGHT FOR WATCHING HIS HOUSE. 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: I’D LIKE TO OBJECT TO THAT AND ASK IT BE 

STRICKEN. IT’S A VIOLATION OF GOVERNMENT CODE 3300. I DON’T 
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ELIEVE THAT IT’S A CONFLICT OF INTEREST. IF WE’RE GOING TO GET 
NTO IT, WE’RE DEALING WITH THE WORK PERMIT, NOT FINANCIAL 
ISCLOSURE. IT’S A VIOLATION OF GOVERNMENT CODE 3300. 


YOU HAVE TO HAVE A COURT ORDER OR SOME REASON TO 
30 — SOME REASON. AND I BELIEVE THE ADVOCATE KNOWS THAT THAT’S 
SEEN THE PRACTICE WITH THE DEPARTMENT. AND TO SIT DOWN AMD 
PROCEED AT THIS POINT WITH IT I THINK WOULD BE TRULY AGAINST HIS 
SUE PROCESS TO GO INTO THESE AREAS. AND WE’RE NOT DEALING WITH 
SOW MUCH MONEY HE MADE HERE, WE’RE DEALING WITH A WORK PERMIT. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: THIS AGAIN — 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: WE ALREADY ADMITTED TO IT AND HE 
ADMITTED THE GUILT. I THOUGHT AT THE BEGINNING THAT WAS GOING 
‘0 BE UNDERSTOOD THAT WE HAD ADMITTED THE GUILT, AND IF THERE 
SAS ANY PROBLEM WITH IT, YOU BOARD MEMBERS CAN SIT DOWN AND 
NQUIRE INTO THAT. I DON’T KNOW WHERE WE’RE GOING WITH IT. 

THERE’S NO FOUNDATION. I THINK HE’S VIOLATING THE 
IAN’S RIGHTS UNDER THAT CODE AND IT’S UNFAIR. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: WELL, ACTUALLY, I BELIEVE YOU BROUGHT 
)P AN OBJECTION EARLIER REGARDING QUESTIONS PERTAINING TO HIS 
JORKING WITHOUT A PERMIT, AND IF I REMEMBER CORRECTLY, I ALSO 
IROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE DEFENSE, THAT SINCE DEFENSE 
COUNSEL IN THE PAST, AND NOT IN THE INSTANT CASE, BUT IN THE 
’AST, HAS RAISED SUCH AN ISSUE OF BRIDGING THE GAP IN FINDINGS, 
'HAT IT IS INCUMBENT UPON THE DEPARTMENT TO INTRODUCE MORE THAN 


ADMISSION OF GUILT TO BRIDGE THE GAP IN A FINDING. 
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, WE CANNOT REACH A FINDING THAT THE 
OFFICER IS GUILTY OF A PARTICULAR CHARGE STRICTLY ON HIS GUILT. 
\IHAT THE DEPARTMENT APPEARS TO BE DOING — AT LEAST WHAT I SEE 
IN THIS, IS HE’S ESTABLISHING THE FACT THAT HE WAS, IN FACT, 
COMPENSATED FOR WORKING, AND I ASSUME HE’S GOING TO POINT OUT 
rHAT HE DID NOT HAVE A PERMIT TO DO THIS. 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: AND I CAN UNDERSTAND WHAT MR- CHAIRMAN 

IS SAYING AT LONG AS IT’S WITHIN SOME PARAMETERS THAT THE RULES 
BET FORTH, THE STATE RULES, YOU KNOW, THE FEDERAL CODE, THE 
CONSTITUTION, AND EVEN OUR RULES. AND I THINK YOU’RE GOING 
OUTSIDE THESE TO DO THAT. I THINK IT’S A TRUE VIOLATION OF 
GOVERNMENT CODE 3300. 

I COULD CITE IT FOR THE RECORD, IF YOU LIKE. 

INANCIAL DISCLOSURE — EVEN IN THE INCEPTION HERE THE 
INVESTIGATOR DID NOT QUERY INTO THAT. IF, IN FACT, SOMEBODY 
OBJECTED TO IT, AND THAT’S A COMMON PRACTICE NOW — THAT IF 
FHERE’S AN OBJECTION TO IT, IT’S A FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE, THEY 
CAN’T GO AHEAD AND DELVE INTO THAT. THAT’S WHAT THE BILL OF 
EIGHTS WAS ALL ABOUT. THAT’S WHY WE DID IT. SO I THINK YOU’RE 
GOING BEYOND WHAT’S REASONABLE AT THIS POINT IN TIME. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: PERHAPS THIS WOULD BE A GOOD POINT IN 

TIME FOR YOU TO TELL US, FOR THE RECORD, WHAT THE CODE SAID THAT 
YOU ARE QUOTING SO THAT WE CAN BE SURE THAT WE’RE IN SOME SORT 
OF VIOLATION OR THE DEPARTMENT IS IN SOME SORT OF VIOLATION. 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: THIS IS SECTION 3303 FROM GOVERNMENT 


rMhurriv—ncri. 
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ODE 3300. IT’S DISCLOSURE OF FINANCIAL STATUS: 

"NO PUBIC SAFEY OFFOCER SHAL BE REQUIRED 
OR REQUESTED FOR PURPOSES OF JOB ASSINGMENT OR 
OTHER PERSONNEL ACTION TO DISCLOSE ANY ITEM OF 
HIS PROPERTY, INCOME, ASSETS, SOURCE OF INCOME, 

DEBTS OR OTHER PERSONAL OR DOMESTIC EXPENDITURES 
(INCLUDING THOSE OF ANY MEMBER OF HIS FAIMLEY OR 
HOUSELHOLD) UNLESS SUCH INFORMATION IS OBTAINED OR 
REQUIRED UNDER STATE LAW OR F'ROPR LEGAL PROEDURE, 

TENDS TO INDICATE A CONFLICT OF INTEREST WITH RESPECT 
TO THE PERFORMANCE OF HIS OFFICIAL DUTIES, OR IS 
NECESSARY FOR THE EMPLOYING AGENCY TO ACERTAIN THE 
DICREDIBILITY OF ASSINGING A PUBLIC SAFTEY OFFICER TO 
A SPECIALIZED UNIT IN WHICH THERE IS STRONG 
POSSIBILITIES THAT BRIBES OR OTHER IMPROPER INDUCEMENTS 
MAY BE OFFERED." 


AND I OBJECT BASED ON THAT SECTION. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: OVERRULED. 

SGT. CARTER: THANK YOU, MR. CHAIRMAN. 

3Y SGT. CARTER: 

G! AT THE TIME YOU WORKED FOR MR. INGRAM DURING OR 

BETWEEN NOVEMBER THE 6TH AND DECEMBER 31ST, 1934, DID YOU HAVE ( 
,’ALID WORK PERMIT TO WORK FOR MR. INGRAM? 

A NO, SIR, I DID NOT. 

C! HAD YOU WORKED FOR MR. INGRAM PREVIOUS TO NOVEMBER 
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bTH? 

A 

Q 

MR. INGRAM? 
A 


NO, SIR. 

AFTER DECEMBER 31ST, 1934, DID YOU WORK FOR 

YES, I HAVE WORKED FOR MR. INGRAM AFTER DECEMBER 


31ST. 

3GT. HERNANDEZ: I WISH TO OBJECT. I DON’T BELIEVE 

THAT’S PART OF THE CHARGE. IT READS, "NOVEMBER 6TH TO DECEMBER 
31ST." 

SGT. CARTER: MR. CHAIRMAN, I BELIEVE IT IS PERTINENT 

BECAUSE IT DOES SHOW THE OFFICER’S STATE OF MIND, AND HE WAS 
WORKING DURING THAT TIME WHICH HE IS CHARGED WITH BETWEEN THOSE 
DATES, AND HE HAS CONTINUED HIS EMPLOYMENT WITH 
MR. INGRAM. 

MR. HORN: I’M GOING TO OBJECT BECAUSE THE ONLY RELEVANT 

DATES COULD BE THE DATES THAT OFFICER RODRIGUEZ WAS AN ON-DUTY 
POLICE OFFICER WORKING FOR THE LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT. 
r ROM THE TIME THAT HE WAS RELIEVED OF DUTY, IT’S NO BUSINESS OF 
THE DEPARTMENT WHAT HE WAS DOING AS LONG AS IT’S NOT IN 
VIOLATION OF LAW. AND IT COULD NOT POSSIBLY CREATE A CONFLICT 
OF INTEREST BECAUSE HE’S NO LONGER AN ACTIVE POLICE OFFICER. 

SO IF THE QUESTION IS RESTRICTED TO THE TIME PERIOD 
WHEN OFFICER RODRIGUEZ WAS AN ON-DUTY POLICE OFFICER WE HAVE NO 
OBJECTION. IF IT GOES BEYOND THERE, WE THINK A RELEVANCE 
OBJECTION IS WELL FOUNDED. 
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CAF’T AI h-l DOCHERTY: I THINK IT WAS POINTED OUT, AND WE 
3ISCUSSED IT AMONGST OURSELVES BEFORE THAT THE VERY NATURE OF 
FHE CHARGES AND THE ACTIVITY, THE ENTIRE PICTURE SURROUNDING, TO 
ISOLATE SOMETHING, TO TAKE SOMETHING, ANYTHING, ANY ASPECT OF 
'HE CHARGES OUT OF CONTEXT, WOULD BE A DISSERVICE IN THE 
INTEREST OF TRUTH. 

I THINK WE HAVE TO KNOW A BROADER PICTURE, A 
RELATIONSHIP. I THINK THAT THAT IS IMPORTANT FOR US TO MEASURE 
JHAT THE MISCONDUCT WAS. I THINK IT’S IMPORTANT THAT WE KNOW IF 
'HERE IS A RELATIONSHIP THAT GOES BEYOND THAT WHICH IS APPARENT 
IN THE CHARGES. I DO BELIEVE THAT WE SHOULD KNOW. 

MR. HORN: CAPTAIN, I WILL STIPULATE THAT SUBSEQUENT TO 

JFFICER RODRIGUEZ’ RELIEF FROM DUTY PURSUANT TO THIS PROCEEDING. 
iE HAS BEEN EMPLOYED BY EUGENE INGRAM IN ORDER TO SUPPORT 
ilMSELF AND HIS FAMILY. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: I DON’T SEE ANYTHING WRONG WITH THAT 

PERSONALLY SO I DON’T SEE THE ANSWER AS BEING OBJECTIONABLE. 

MR. HORN: IT SHOULD CLOSE THE ISSUE. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: I MEAN, THE STIPULATION HAS BEEN MADE 

'HAT THE OFFICER HAS BEEN IN HIS EMPLOY. 

SY SGT. CARTER: 

9. OFFICER RODRIGUEZ, IN THESE NUMEROUS CONTACTS THAT 
'OU HAD WITH MR. INGRAM REGARDING THESE PURPORTED CRIMES THAT 
JERE TO HAVE OCCURRED AND BEGINNING ON NOVEMBER 6TH THROUGH YOUR 
.AST MEETING WITH MR. INGRAM WHICH I BELIEVE YOU TESTIFIED WAS 
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DECEMBER THE 7TH; IS THAT CORRECT? 

A I DON’T KNOW IF I NET WITH HIM ON DECEMBER 7TH, I 

>AW HIM SOMETIME BETWEEN — I DON’T KNOW WHAT DAY OF THE YEAR, 

JOT QUITE THE END OF THE YEAR BUT IN THAT TIME FRAME. 

Q DID YOU LOG ANY OF YOUR ON-DUTY PERSONAL CONTACTS 

JITH MR. INGRAM? 

A NO, SIR. 

MR. HORN; EXCUSE ME. I’M GOING TO OBJECT TO THAT ON THE 
■ROUNDS THAT THAT IS A NEW AREA OF MISCONDUCT, APPARENTLY, THAT 
"HE DEPARTMENT’S ADVOCATE IS GOING INTO. APPARENTLY, THAT WOULD 
;ALL FOR SOME TYPE OF ADMINISTRATIVE REBUKE AND AS SO WOULD 
CONSTITUTE THE BASIS OF A NEW CHARGE. AND BECAUSE OF THAT WE 
>RE ENTITLED TO A CONTINUANCE AT THIS POINT IF THE ADVOCATE IS 
;NTENT UPON PURSUING THE NEW AREA. 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: I’D LIKE TO ADD SOMETHING TO THAT. I 

lON’T THINK THERE’S ANYTHING IN OUR DEPARTMENT MANUAL THAT 
lESTRICTS OR DEMANDS A FOOT-BEAT OFFICER TO LOG EVERY CONTACT HE 
IAKES. THEY’VE BEEN GIVEN A LOT OF LATITUDE, AND I THINK YOU’RE 
|RAWING FROM THIN AIR AND MAKING UP POLICY. IF YOU HAVE A 
'OLICY, SET IT FORWARD AND — IF THAT’S WHERE WE’RE GOING. 

OTHER THAN THAT, I DON’T THINK THERE’S ONE 
EGULATION HERE IN THE MANUAL THAT THIS OFFICER, AS A FOOT-BEAT 
'FFICER, HAS TO LOG EVERY CONTACT. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: LET ME QUESTION THE OFFICER. 

OFFICER, WHILE WORKING FOOT BEAT, DO YOU MAINTAIN A 
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D. F. A.R? 

THE ACCUSED: YES? SIR, I DO. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: ARE YOUR D.F.A.R.’S KEPT THE SAME AS 

THE OTHER OFFICERS’? 

THE ACCUSED: NO, SIR, THEY’RE NOT LIKE — THEY’RE NOT 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: DO YOU MAINTAIN POSSESSION OF THEM 

/OURSELF OR ARE THEY MAINTAINED AT THE STATION? 

THE ACCUSED: NO, NO, UNLIKE A REGULAR PATROL OFFICER, 

WHICH I’M SURE THEY LOG EVERY RADIO CALL, EVERY OCCURANCE — 
CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: THAT’S NOT WHAT I ASKED. 

THE ACCUSED: I’M SORRY. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: ARE YOUR D.F.A.R.’S KEPT AT THE 
STATION? 

THE ACCUSED: YES, SIR. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: DID YOU USE A DETECTIVE — 

THE ACCUSED: NO, NO, I USE A D.F.A.R. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: THEY ARE KEPT AT THE STATION? 

THE ACCUSED: YES, SIR. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: THAT HAS BEEN A POINT THAT I WAS GOING 

rO RAISE ANYWAY IN THE QUESTIONING. DID HE KEEP A D.F.A.R. AND 
IF SO, WHAT ARE THE VISITS LOGGED. THAT INTERESTS ME, NOT A 
SHARGE OF MISCONDUCT THAT HE DIDN’T LOG SOMETHING THAT HE SHOULD 
HAVE LOGGED OR THAT HE DID LOG SOMETHING AND PUT THE WRONG TIME. 

I’M NOT INTENDING AN INVESTIGATION INTO THE MATTER 
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JOR A CHARGE OF MISCONDUCT REGARDING THE LOG. IT’S JUST A POINT 
:>F CURIOSITY WITH THE BOARD BECAUSE I COMMAND A DETECTIVE 
DIVISION AND WE DON’T USE D.F.A.R. AND YOU’RE AWARE OF THAT, 
fHAT THEY LOG THINGS ENTIRELY DIFFERENT. HOWEVER, THERE ARE 
SOME THINGS THAT SHOULD BE KEPT IN THEIR LITTLE BOOKS THAT ARE 
SUBJECT TO REVIEW. WHERE WERE WE? 

SGT. CARTER: I BELIEVE THE QUESTION WAS, MR. CHAIRMAN, 

WHETHER OR NOT OFFICER RODRIGUEZ LOGGED HIS ON—DUTY CONTACTS, 
PERSONAL CONTACTS WITH MR. INGRAM. 

THE ACCUSED: NO, SIR. 

SGT. CARTER: I BELIEVE HE INDICATED THAT HE DIDN’T, AND 

: ASKED HIM WHY. 

THE ACCUSED: I DON’T LOG EVERY CONTACT I MAKE WITH EVERY 

)ITIZEN WHILE I’M WORKING A FOOT BEAT. 

$Y SGT. CARTER: 

Q HOW ABOUT CONTACTS YOU MAKE WHERE YOU’RE 

INVESTIGATING A CRIME? 

IF A CRIME REPORT IS DONE I DO MAKE A LOG ENTRY. 

HOW ABOUT FOLLOW-UP REPORT, FOLLOW-UP 
INVESTIGATIONS? 

A IF I AM GOING ON A FOLLOW-UP INVESTIGATION. 

Q WERE YOU NOT CONDUCTING A FOLLOW-UP INVESTIGATION 

1HEN YOU WERE WORKING IN CONCERT WITH MR. INGRAM TO OBTAIN THIS 
lURREF'TITIOUS VIDEO RECORDING AND AUDIO RECORDING REGARDING A 
•URPORTED CRIME? 
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A ON THE CONTRARY, IT WAS A PRELIMINARY 

INVESTIGATION. IT WAS — MR. INGRAM WOULD BE EQUIVALENT TO WHAT 
I WOULD CALL AN INFORMANT. WHEN YOU HAVE AN INFORMANT THAT 
3IVES YOU INFORMATION SUCH AS NARCOTICS? ONGOING NARCOTICS 


INVESTIGATION? YOU GET ON THE PHONE? YOU CALL NARCOTICS DIVISION 
3ND YOU SAY? “THIS IS WHAT I HAVE. WHAT’S YOUR ADVICE?” 

AND THEY GIVE ME THE ADVICE? “AS SOON AS YOU GET 
10RE INFORMATION? CALL US AND LET US KNOW.“ THAT’S EXACTLY WHAT 
I DID THERE. I USED MR. INGRAM AS AN INFORMANT ON A PRELIMINARY 
INVESTIGATION UNTIL I COULD BRING THE PACKAGE TO DIVISIONAL 
DETECTIVES AND COMPLETE THE CRIME REPORT AND BRING THE EVIDENCE 
3ND BOOK IT. 


I FEEL IT’S INITIATIVE ON MY PART. IF THERE’S A 
DRIME IN MY FOOT-BEAT AREA — I TAKE IT AS A PERSONAL PRIDE TO 
<EEP MY FOOT—BEAT AREA AN AREA WHERE THE CITIZENS CAN WALK UP 
AND DOWN THE STREET WITHOUT BEING PURSE SNATCHED? AND MY 
BUSINESSMEN TO BE SAFE. 


PRIOR TO THIS I HAD A RASH OF ROBBERIES? AND IT WAS 
-IKE 21 ROBBERIES IN AND ABOUT MY FOOT-BEAT AREA. I DID NOT 
r-ONSULT THE DETECTIVES ON THIS. I WENT OUT ON MY OWN WITH MY 
:NFORMANT AND I MADE THIS — I MADE THIS ROBBERY SUSPECT. I 
:.LEARED 21 ROBBERIES ON MY FOOT-BEAT AREA. I AM THE CHIEF OF 
:, 0LICE OF MY FOOT BEAT? IT’S WHAT I’VE BEEN TAUGHT. I’M AN 
AGGRESSIVE POLICEMAN. 
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REMEMBER IN THE 


ACADAMY THEY TEACH YOU 
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JSE EVERY MEANS LEGAL TO PUT THE BAD GUY IN JAIL, EVERY LEGAL 
•1EANS. " AND THAT’S EXACTLY WHAT I DID, AND I TREAT THIS JUST A£ 
[ WOULD ANY OTHER PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATION. I CANNOT COMPLETE 
DR MAKE A FOLLOW-UP UNTIL THAT CRIME REPORT IS DONE, BUT UNTIL 
rHE CRIME REPORT IS DONE, IT’S STILL A PRELIMINARY 
INVESTIGATION, AS FAR AS I’M CONCERNED, SIR. 

Q IS GRIFFITH PARK IN YOUR FOOT-BEAT AREA? 

A IT’S IN NORTHEAST. 

G! IS IT IN YOUR AREA? 

A NOT DIRECTLY. 

Q IS THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY IN YOUR FOOT-BEAT 

}REA? 

A YES, SIR, IT’S A BLOCK AWAY. 

Q THANK YOU. 

MR. HORN: MR. CHAIRMAN, MIGHT I REQUEST A SHORT RECESS 

=>T THIS TIME? 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: THE BOARD WILL RECESS FOR 15 MINUTES. 
IS THAT ENOUGH? 

MR. HORN: FINE. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: SO 10:30. 

(RECESS) 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: LET THE RECORD REFLECT THAT THE BOARD 

IAS RECONVENED. SERGEANT CARTER, YOU MADE PROCEED. 

!<Y SGT. CARTER: 

G! THANK YOU, MR. CHAIRMAN. 
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OFFICER RODRIQUEZ, PRIOR TO SIGNING THE FIRST 
.ETTER OF AUTHORIZATION FOR MR. INGRAM ON NOVEMBER THE 7TH, BID 
YOU CONDUCT ANY RESEARCH OTHER THAN SPEAKING WITH OFFICER 
:ASADOS REGARDING YOUR ABILITY TO AUTHORIZE MR. INGRAM TO 
:ONDUCT ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE? 

A YES, SIR, I DID. I READ THE PENAL CODE SECTION I 

rHAT NIGHT AT HOME AFTER GETTING OFF OF WORK. I GOT MY OWN 
EPSONAL MANUAL THAT I HAD BEEN STUDYING ON FOR THE DETECTIVE’S 
rEST AT THE TIME, AND I WENT TO THE TABLE OF CONTENTS AND LOOKED 
JNDER RECORDING DEVICES, ELECTRONIC RECORDING DEVICES, I BELIEVE 
ET’S TITLED, AMD I DIDN’T FIND ANYTHING IN MY MANUAL TO THE 
CONTRARY OR IN MY STUDY GUIDE MATERIAL. I BELIEVE MY HANDOUTS 
iAD NOTHING TO THE CONTRARY AS TO WHAT I WAS DOING AT THE TIME. 

Q DID YOU, IN YOUR READING OF YOUR OWN PERSONAL 

3EPARTMENT MANUAL, DID YOU READ VOLUME 3/568 AND ASSOCIATED 
SECTIONS? 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: MAY I BE PERMITTED TO HAND HIM HIS OWN 
PERSONAL MANUAL? 

SGT. CARTER: SURE. 

THE ACCUSED: THIS IS THE TIME — 

3Y SGT. CARTER: 

Q COULD YOU ANSWER THE QUESTION FIRST, PLEASE? 

A I DON’T KNOW THE SECTION YOU’RE REFERRING TO. 

C! 3/56 — 

A I STILL DON’T KNOW THE SECTION YOU’RE REFERRING TO. 
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COULD YOU LOOK IT UP PLEASE IN YOUR OWN PERSONAL 


IAN UAL? 


A IT WOULD BE 3/563? 

Q YES. 

A IT’S HERE, SIR, RIGHT HERE 3/568.20, .50, AND .80 

iND .70. IT’S DEALS WITH — 3/563.30 DEALS WITH ASSIGNMENT OF, 
5/563.20 DEALS WITH REQUESTING, 3/563.70 DEALS WITH REPAIRING, 
5/568,50 DEALS WITH STORING, AND 3/568.80 DEALS WITH TESTING. 

Q WOULD YOU GO TO THAT SECTION OF YOUR MANUAL? 

MR. HORN: EXCUSE ME. FOR PURPOSES OF THE RECORD, I 

REQUEST THAT THE DOCUMENT THAT OFFICER RODRIGUEZ WAS READING 
r ROM BE MARKED DEFENDANT’S NEXT IN ORDER AND BE INTRODUCED. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: IS THAT THE ENTIRE MANUAL? 

MR. HORN: NO, THAT IS THE INDEX PAGE FROM HIS MANUAL. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: INDEX. ANY OBJECTION? 

SGT. CARTER: I THINK THAT AS TO THE INDEX, MR. CHAIRMAN, 

'HERE WOULD BE NO OBJECTION, AS LONG AS THE INDEX PAGE IS 
IDENTIFIED BY THE DIVISION DATE. AND I DON’T SEE ANYTHING ON 
)ERE THAT WOULD INDICATE WHEN THIS PORTION OF THE INDEX WAS 
■LACED IN HIS PERSONAL MANUAL. 

MR, HORN: THAT DOESN’T MAKE ANY DIFFERENCE. IF HE 

!ELIED ON IT, THAT IS THE OBJECT THAT DREW HIS ATTENTION. 
IHATEVER THE REVISION DATE, THAT IS WHAT OFFICER RODRIGUEZ 
;ELIED UPON AND SO IT IS RELEVANT TO THE ISSUE OF HIS STATE OF 
IIND. 
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CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: YES, I AGREE. WE’LL ACCEPT THAT. 

SGT. CARTER: THAT WOULD BE MARKED AS ACCUSED’S C. 

MR. HORN: NEXT IN ORDER. I THINK IT’S C. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: C. 

(DEFENSE’S EXHIBIT C WAS MARKED 

FOR IDENTIFICATION BY THE CHAIRMAN AND 

IS RECEIVED INTO EVIDENCE.) 

3Y SGT. CARTER: 

G! OFFICER RODRIGUEZ, WHEN DID YOU PURCHASE YOUR 

DEPARTMENT MANUAL? 

A I CAN’T REMEMBER. IT WAS EITHER THE LATTER PART OF 

82 OR BEGINNING OF ’83. I’M NOT POSITIVE ON THAT. I COULDN’T 
'ELL YOU, TO BE HONEST WITH YOU, I CANNOT TELL YOU THE DATE. 

Q AND WHERE DID YOU PURCHASE YOUR DEPARTMENT MANUAL? 

A AT THE ACADEMY. 

Q HAVE YOU REVISED YOUR DEPARTMENT MANUAL SINCE YOU 

PURCHASED IT? 

A I HAVE PACKAGES OF INFORMATION THAT I GET, READING 

1ATERIAL HANDED OUT AT ROLL CALL. 

9 BUT HAVE YOU REVISED YOUR DEPARTMENT MANUAL SINCE 

'OU PURCHASED IT? 

A IF YOU MEAN I EXTRACTED PAGES AND PUT IN PAGES FROM 

’IME TO TIME, YES, SIR, I HAVE. 

9. MY QUESTION IS: HAVE YOU UPDATED YOUR DEPARTMENT 

1ANUAL SINCE YOU PURCHASED IT? 
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MR. HORN: I THINK — 

SGT« HERNANDEZ: IT NAB ASKED AND ANSWERED. 

MR. HORN: EXACTLY. HE ANSWERED THE QUESTION. HE SAYS 

ROM TIME TO TIME- YES, 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: HE ANSWERED YES. 

Y SGT. CARTER: 

Q WHERE DID YOU RECEIVE THESE UPDATES FROM? 

A I PURCHASED A PACKET FROM THE ACADEMY. 

Q WHEN DID YOU PURCHASE THAT PACKET? 

A SOMETIME AFTER I BOUGHT THE MANUAL. 

SGT. CARTER: NO FURTHER QUESTIONS AT THIS TIME. THANK 

OU? OFFICER RODRIGUEZ. 


CROSS-EXAMINATION 

!Y MR. HORN: 

Q I HAVE A FEW QUESTIONS? OFFICER RODRIGUEZ. AT THE 

IME THAT YOU WERE DEALING WITH MR. INGRAM? DID YOU HAVE ANY 
NTENTION WHATSOEVER TO VIOLATE STATE STATUTE? 

A NEVER. 


Q DID YOU HAVE ANY INTENTION WHATSOEVER TO VIOLATE 

"HE POLICE MANUAL? 

A NEVER. 

Q AT SOME POINT IN TIME YOU TALKED WITH INVESTIGATOR 

■iERNANDEZ FROM INTERNAL AFFAIRS? IS THAT TRUE? 

A YES? SIR. 
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Q AND YOU TOLD HIM, TO THE BEST OF YOUR RECOLLECTION, 

,4HAT HAD TRANSPIRED BETWEEN YOURSELF AND MR. INGRAM DURING THE 
DATES IN QUESTION, TRUE? 

A YES, SIR., 

Q NOW, DURING THIS INTERVIEW, DID YOU TELL HIM 

EVERYTHING THAT YOU COULD RECALL AT THAT TIME? 

A I TOLD HIM EVERYTHING THAT I COULD RECALL FROM THAT 

TIME UNTIL THE PRESENT TIME WHEN HE TALKED TO ME. 

9 YOU DID NOT INTENTIONALLY WITHHOLD INFORMATION FROM 

HIM, DID YOU? 

A NO, SIR. 

Q AND YOU DID NOT INTENTIONALLY GIVE HIM ANY FALSE 

INFORMATION, CORRECT? 

A THAT’S CORRECT. 

Q TO THE BEST OF YOUR RECOLLECTION TODAY, YOU GAVE 

HIM INFORMATION THAT YOU THOUGHT WAS TRUE AND WHICH ADEQUATELY 
DESCRIBED THE SITUATION THAT OCCURRED BETWEEN YOU AND 
MR. INGRAM, RIGHT? 

A YES, SIR. 

Q YOU SIGNED AN AUTHORIZATION FROM MR. INGRAM, TRUE? 

A YES, SIR. 

Q DID YOU PREPARE THE AUTHORIZATION? 

A NO, SIR. 

Q YOU’RE NOT A LAWYER, ARE YOU? 

A NO, SIR. 
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9. YOU DON’T KNOW WHETHER THAT PARTICULAR DOCUMENT WAS 

ARTFULLY DRAFTED FROM A LEGAL POINT OF VIEW OR INARTFULLY 
DRAFTED, TRUE? 

A YES, SIR. 

Q BUT IT LOOKED LEGAL TO YOU AS AN EMPLOYEE, OFFICER? 

A IT LOOKED PERFECTLY LEGAL TO ME. 

Q WHEN YOU LOOKED AT THE PENAL CODE PRIOR TO SIGNING 

rHE AUTHORIZATION, DID YOU SEE THE SECTION, WHICH IS 633.5 OF 
rHE PENAL CODE, AUTHORIZING A PRIVATE CITIZEN TO 
3URREPET ITIOUSLY MONITOR CONVERSATIONS UNDER CERTAIN GIVEN 


DIRCUMSTANCES? 

A TO BE HONEST, I DON’T REMEMBER IF I SAW THAT 

SECTION OR NOT. I DON’T RECALL. 

Q AT THE TIME YOU WERE LOOKING AT THE PENAL CODE, DID 

(OU ATTEMPT TO LOOK AT WHAT YOU THOUGHT WERE THE RELEVANT 
SECTIONS? 

A YES, SIR. 

Q IN THE AUTHORIZATION THERE IS A MENTION OF A 

VIOLATION OF 134 OF THE PENAL CODE I BELIEVE; IS THAT CORRECT? 

A YES, SIR. 

Q AND THAT HAS TO DO, AS FAR AS YOU KNOW, WITH THE 

: 'LANTING OF DOCUMENTS, TRUE? 

A YES, SIR. 

Q WHEN YOU HEARD THE INFORMATION FROM INGRAM, DID YOU 


HINK THAT THAT WAS THE END OF THE CRIME, THE PLANTING OF 
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DOCUMENTS, OR DID YOU THINK THESE DOCUMENTS WERE GOING TO BE 
JSED FOR SOME OTHER PURPOSE? 

A I THOUGHT ONCE THE DOCUMENTS WERE PASSED, THE CRIME 

JAS COMPLETED. 

Q DID YOU THINK THAT THE DOCUMENTS WERE GOING TO BE 

JSED FOR ANOTHER PURPOSE, THAT IS, NOT JUST TO PLANT DOCUMENTS, 
[HERE WAS A REASON, WAS THERE NOT, THAT MR. ARMSTRONG WAS GOING 
rO PLANT THE DOCUMENTS? 

A YES, SIR. 

Q YOU WERE EXPLAINED THAT REASON, WERE YOU NOT? 

A YES, SIR. 

Q THAT IS THAT MR. ARMSTRONG WAS GOING TO ATTEMPT TO 

EFFECTUATE SOME TYPE OF GLOBAL SETTLEMENT OR EXTORT MONIES FROM 
rHE CHURCH, AND ALSO ATTEMPT TO INTIMIDATE AND INFLUENCE CERTAIN 
PEOPLE WITHIN THE CHURCH WITH THESE DOCUMENTS, TRUE? 

A YES, SIR. 

Q YOU DIDN’T DRAFT THE DOCUMENT THOUGH, CORRECT? 

A THAT’S CORRECT. 

3 AND WHEN YOU SIGNED IT, YOU SIGNED IT KNOWING THAT 

IT AUTHORIZED A VIOLATION OF 134 OF THE PENAL CODE, BUT IT ALSO 
BAYS "ATTEMPTS AT OTHER CRIMES," CORRECT? 

A THAT’S CORRECT. 

Q IN YOUR MIND, WOULD THAT INCLUDE ATTEMPTED 

EXTORTION? 

A YES, SIR, ALL LAWS. 
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Q HAVE YOU HAD AN OPPORTUNITY TO LOOK, SINCE YOUR 

EBRIEFING BY INTERNAL AFFAIRS, AT THE INDEX THAT YOU LOOKED AT 


HE NIGHT BEFORE YOU AUTHORIZED INGRAM TO CONDUCT HIS 
URVEILLANCE, THAT IS DEFENSE C? 

A YES. 

Q HAVE YOU HAD A CHANCE TO LOOK AT IT? 

A YES. 

Q HAVE YOU HAD A CHANCE TO SEE WHETHER OR NOT THAT 

OCUMENT IS OR WAS CURRENT AT THE TIME THAT YOU LOOKED AT THE 


A I LOOKED, I DIDN’T SEE ANYTHING CURRENT ABOUT IT. 

Q HAVE YOU SEEN A SUBSEQUENT PAGE THAT REFLECTS SOME 

INDEX ANNOTATIONS SIMILAR TO WHAT YOU HAVE IN DEFENDANT’S C? 

A WHAT DO YOU — 

Q LET ME WITHDRAW THE QUESTION. 

ARE YOU AWARE THERE HAS BEEN AN UPDATE TO THE INDEX 

SECTION? 

A YES, SIR, I HAVE BEEN SINCE I RECEIVED MY — 

Q THE NEW SECTION SPECIFICALLY OUTLINES 

AUTHORIZATION, CORRECT? 

A YES, SIR. 

Q YOU DIDN’T SEE THAT IN YOUR PARTICULAR INDEX, TRUE? 

A THAT’S CORRECT. 

Q YOUR INDEX DOESN’T MENTION AUTHORIZATION FOR 

AUTHORIZING SURREPETITIOUS MONITORING, CORRECT? 
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A 


THAT’S CORRECT 


q |s|OW 7 HAD YOU KNOWN THAT THERE WAS SUCH A SECTION — 

AD YOU KNOWN- WOULD YOU HAVE CHECKED THE AUTHORIZATION SECTION' 
A YES, SIR, I WOULD HAVE. 

q IN YOUR MIND WERE YOU DOING WHAT WAS LEGAL? 

A YES, SIR. 

Q IN YOUR MIND WERE YOU DOING WHAT WAS IN THE BEST 

NTEREST OF YOUR DISTRICT AND THE POLICE DEPARTMENT? 

A YES, SIR. 

q WOULD YOU SELL YOURSELF OUT TO ANYONE FOR $100 A 

IIGHT? 


A ABSOLUTELY NOT. 

Q HOW MUCH DO YOU MAKE AS A POLICE OFFICER? 

A ABOUT $33,000 A YEAR. 

Q WOULD YOU JEOPARDIZE YOUR JOB AND HONOR FOR $100? 

A NEVER. 

Q FOR A THOUSAND DOLLARS? 

A NO, SIR. 

3 FOR $10,000? 

A (NO AUDIBLE RESPONSE) 

Q SIR — 

A I’M SORRY. EXCUSE ME. NO, SIR. 

MR, HORN: I HAVE NOTHING FURTHER. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: SERGEANT HERNANDEZ. 
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FURTHER CROSS-EXAMINATION 

'/ SBT. HERNANDEZ: 

Q PHIL, YOU WERE QUESTIONED ABOUT A WORK PERMIT AMD I 

HINK THERE’S SOME THINGS THAT WERE LEFT OUT. YOU DID, IN FACT, 
ORK FOR GENE INGRAM DURING SOME DATES AND NOW I’M GOING TO DRAW 
OUR ATTENTION TO THE DOCUMENTS THAT WERE SIGNED. THEY WERE 
IGNED NOVEMBER THE 7TH, 13TH, AND THE 28TH. 

TO THE BEST OF YOUR RECOLLECTION, WHEN WAS THE 
IRST DATE THAT YOU WORKED FOR MR. INGRAM IF YOU COULD CORRELATE 
HAT TO THOSE DATES? 

A AS I RECALL, BETWEEN NOVEMBER THE 15TH AND NOVEMBER 

HE 21ST IS WHEN MR. INGRAM CONFRONTED ME WITH THE OPPORTUNITY 
0 WORK FOR HIM TO GUARD HIS HOUSE. SOMETIME AFTER, I BELIEVE 
T WAS THE 27TH OR THE 26TH, IT WAS MY FIRST NIGHT I WORKED FOR 
IM. 

Q SO BY THEN YOU HAD ALREADY SIGNED TWO DOCUMENTS AND 

HEN HE APPROACHED YOU WITH THIS PART-TIME JOB? IS THAT NOT 
ORRECT? 

A YES, SIR. 

Q THE OFFER OF A JOB HAD NO INFLUENCE ON YOU SIGNING 

HOSE DOCUMENTS AT ANY TIME? IS THAT CORRECT? 

A ABSOLUTELY NOT. 

Q ONE OTHER THING, WHEN YOU WERE OBTAINING 

NFORMATION FROM MR. INGRAM, WAS THAT SIMILAR TO YOU RECEIVING 
NFORMATION FROM A STORE OWNER CONCERNING MAYBE A PRELIMINARY 
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WEST I GAT I ON OF A BURGLARY OR A ROBBEF;Y? WOULD THAT BE SIMILAR 
M NATURE? 

A IN MY MIND IT WAS. 

q SO YOU’RE NOT DEALING WITH A SPECIFIC INFORMANT 

HAT YOU WOULD HAVE TO GO OUT THERE AND — WE KNOW WE HAVE TO 
AVE SOME RULES AND HAVE TO NOTIFY A SUPERVISOR ABOUT AN 
NFORMANT. THIS IS JUST AN ONGOING INVESTIGATION FROM A CITIZEN 
0 YOU? IS THAT CORRECT? 


A YES 7 SIR. MAYBE MY ANALOGY OF "INFORMANT" WAS A 

OOR CHOICE OF WORDS. ALL IT WAS WAS A CITIZEN GIVING ME 
NFORMATION AND I WAS MAKING A FOLLOW-UP TO PUT THE PACKAGE OF 
VIDENCE TOGETHER FOR THE DETECTIVES SO THEY CAN DO THE FILING 
0 THAT I CAN GET THE ARREST. 

3 ARE YOU OFTEN GIVEN SOME DIRECTION BY DETECTIVES TO 


0 SOME LEGWORK FOR THEM? 

A OH, LOTS OF TIME AS A FOOT-BEAT OFFICER, ROBBERY, 

VEN SEX CRIMES HAVE COME TO ME AND SAID, "HEY, LISTEN, WE’VE 
iOT SO AND SO IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD, WOULD YOU ASK AROUND THE 
(TORE SHOPS AND SEE WHAT YOU CAN FIND OUT?" 

Q WHEN YOU GO OUT AND DO THAT, DO YOU LOG EVERY 

IONTACT YOU MAKE WITH THAT INVESTIGATION ON YOUR DAILY FIELD 
tCTIVITY REPORT? 

A NO 7 IR» 

Q AND YOUR SUPERVISORS ARE AWARE THAT YOU’RE DOING 

'HESE THINGS? 


KFNNFDY COURT REPORTFRS, INC 
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MY SUPERVISORS ARE AWARE I’M DOING MY JOB, YES: 


IR. 


Q 


THAT’S PART OF THE JOB OF FOOT-BEAT OFFICER? IS 


HAT RIGHT? 
A 
Q 


THAT’S CORRECT. 

HAVE YOU EVER IN YOUR CAREER RECEIVED ANY TRAINING 
N ELECTRONIC EAVESDROPPING? 

A TO THE BEST OF MY RECOLLECTION, NO. 

Q THAT’S EITHER IN THE ACADEMY, INSERVICE TRAINING 

CHOOLS OR ROLL CALL? 

A THE ONLY THING I CAN REMEMBER OFF THE TOP OF MY 

IND IS WHAT WAS DISCUSSED ON FRIDAY ABOUT THE ANNOYING PHONE 
ALL THING. THAT’S THE ONLY THING I CAN REMEMBER THAT I CAM 
EALLY PUT MY FINGER ON. 

Q ANNOYING PHONE CALLS? 

A YES, SOMEBODY — I’VE WORKED DESK AT RAMPART 

OLLYWOOD NORTHEAST AND PEOPLE HAVE CALLED UP AND I’VE TAKEN 
RIME REPORTS WHERE PEOPLE HAVE WALKED UP TO THE DESK AND MADE 
NNOYING PHONE CALL-TYPE THINGS. NOW WE ARE AUTHORIZED TO TAKE 
HOSE REPORTS OVER THE PHONE, BUT PEOPLE HAVE ASKED ME, "LISTEN, 
AN I RECORD THIS," AND YOU KNOW, I’VE HEARD OTHER OFFICERS DO 
T COUNTLESS NUMBER OF TIMES. I’VE DOME IT 30, 40, 50 TIMES. 

Q AND YOU’VE DONE IT IN THE PRESENCE OF SUPERVISORS, 

lAVEN’T YOU? 

A YES, I’VE DONE IT AT THE DESK WITH THE WATCH 
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OMMANDER IN THE SAME AREA. 

Q AND THEY HAVE NOT STOPPED YOU; IS THAT CORRECT? 

A NO, SIR, THAT’S PROCEDURE. 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: I HAVE NO FURTHER QUESTIONS. 

SGT. CARTER: THANK YOU, MR. CHAIRMAN. 


REDIRECT E XAMINATION 


Y SGT. carter: 

Q OFFICER RODRIGUEZ, YOU INDICATED THAT YOU WORKED 


ITH OFFICER CASADOS? 

A NO, SIR, I SAID I KNEW HIM. HE WORKED IN A BLACK 

ND WHITE, AND I WORKED IN A BLACK AND WHITE. WE KNEW ONE 
NOTHER. WE NEVER, EVER WORKED IN THE SAME VEHICLE TOGETHER. 

Q WERE YOU ASSIGNED TO HOLLYWOOD DIVISION AT THE SAME 

IME OFFICER CASADOS WAS? 

A YES, SIR. 

Q AND WERE YOU AND OFFICER CASADOS ALSO ASSIGNED AT 

OLLYWOOD DIVISION AT THE SAME TIME MR. INGRAM WAS WHEN HE WAS A 
OLICE OFFICER WITH THE LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT? 

A WHILE HE WAS A SERGEANT, YES, SIR. 

iY SGT. CARTER: 

Q OFFICER RODRIGUEZ, I’VE JUST HANDED YOU TWO MANUAL 

NDEX PAGES. ONE’S DATED JUNE 19S4 AND ONE’S DATED DECEMBER OF 
983. UNDER THE HEADING "ELECTRONIC INVESTIGATION EQUIPMENT," 
IOULD YOU LOOK DOWN AND SEE IN THE DECEMBER 1983 INDEX PORTION 
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F THERE IS A CATEGORY ENTITLED "GRANTING AUTHORIZATION"? 

A I BELIEVE THE TITLE IS "AUTHORIZATION TO USE 

:ESTRIC7ED ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE EQUIPMENT FORM." 

Q DOWN THE MIDDLE OF THAT PAGE? THAT SECTION? 

A YES? SIR? "GRANTING AUTHORIZATION." 

Q IS THAT 3/568.7? 

A THAT’S CORRECT. 

Q ON THE JUNE ’84 INDEX PAGE ENTITLED "ELECTRONIC 

INVESTIGATION EQUIPMENT?" WOULD YOU LOOK UNDER THAT CATEGORY 
APPROXIMATELY THE MIDDLE OF THAT SECTION? AND DO YOU SEE A 
SUBCATEGORY ENTITLED "GRANTING AUTHORIZATION"? 

A YES, SIR. 

Q AND DOES THAT CORRESPOND TO 3/568.0? 

A YES, SIR. 

SGT. CARTER: MR. CHAIRMAN, I’D LIKE TO INTRODUCE THE 

DECEMBER ’S3 INDEX REVISION AS DEPARTMENT’S NUMBER 11 AND THE 
JUNE ’84 INDEX REVISION AS DEPARTMENT’S NUMBER 12. THEY BOTH 
J|RE REGARDING ELECTRONIC INVESTIGATION EQUIPMENT SPECIFICALLY 
["HE SUBCATEGORY GRANTING AUTHORIZATION, 3/568.7. 

MR. HORN: NO OBJECTION. 


CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: ACCEPTED. 

(DEPARTMENT’S EXHIBITS 11 AND 12 WERE 
MARKED FOR IDENTIFICATION BY THE CHAIRMAN, 

AND ARE RECEIVED INTO EVIDENCE.) 

SGT. CARTER: DEPARTMENT HAS NO FURTHER QUESTIONS. 


THANK 
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OU, OFFICER RODRIGUEZ. 

MR. HORN: NOTHING FURTHER. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTYS CAPTAIN FETTERS. 

CAPTAIN FETTERS: OFFICER RODRIGUEZ, JUST AS A POINT OF 

LARIFICATION BECAUSE I DIDN’T QUITE UNDERSTAND WHAT YOU SAID 
ARLIER, I’M CURIOUS AS TO WHY YOU CONCLUDED THAT IT WAS 
PPROPRIATE FOR YOU TO SIGN A WRITTEN AUTHORIZATION FOR 
R. INGRAM TO DO WHAT HE DID AS OPPOSED TO MERELY ACKNOWLEDGING 
HAT HE WOULD NOT BE IN VIOLATION OF THE LAW? 

THE ACCUSED: WELL, SIR, AS I STATED EARLIER, WHEN I 

COKED AT THIS FORM AND I READ IT, TO MY UNDERSTANDING, IT WAS 
XACTLY WHAT I DISCUSSED IN GETTING ADVICE WHEN I CALLED 
0RTHEA5T DETECTIVES. I DIDN’T SEE ANYTHING WRONG WITH IT. ALL 
WAS DOING HERE WAS SAYING, "YES, I SAID THIS, AND HERE’S MY 
IGNATURE TO PROVE TO YOU THAT I SAID THIS SO THAT I CAN GATHER 
HIS EVIDENCE SO THAT I CAN COMPLETE THIS PRELIMINARY 
NVESTIGATION." 

AND IN MY OPINION, IN MY STATE OF MIND AT THAT 
IME, THAT’S WHAT I WAS DOING. I GAVE MR. INGRAM MY WORD AS A 
AW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER TO ENFORCE THESE VIOLATIONS AND TO 
iATHER THE EVIDENCE AND TO MAKE THAT CRIME REPORT AND TO BOOK IT 
iND TO SEE THAT THE SUSPECT WAS ULTIMATELY ARRESTED. THAT IS 
HE EXTENT OF MY RESPONSIBILITY. WHAT I DID IN SIGNING THIS 
IOCUMENT IS I GAVE HIM MY WORD THAT I WAS GOING TO DO THAT. 

'HAT IS THE REASON WHY I DID THAT, AND I FELT THAT I WAS WITHIN 
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HE LAW TO AUTHORIZE HIM TO DO THAT . I SIGNED THE DOCUMENT 
ERELY AS GIVING MY WORD. 

CAPTAIN FETTERS: AT ONE POINT DURING THE TESTIMONY YOU 

QUATED THIS SITUATION TO — OR AT LEAST COMPARED IT TO 
ECEIVING A TELEPHONE CALL AT A STATION DESK RELATIVE TO A 
ITI ZEN BEING VICTIMIZED BY ANNOYING PHONE CALLING. IN THAT 
IVEN SITUATION, IF A CITIZEN WAS ASKING YOUR ADVICE, WOULD YOU 
O SO FAR AS TO WRITE THEM A LETTER SAYING THAT ON SUCH AND SUCH 
DATE WE HAD A TELEPHONE CONVERSATION AND THIS IS THE 
UTHORIZATION TO GO AHEAD AND TAPERECORD THESE ANNOYING PHONE 
ALLS? 

THE ACCUSED: NOT ONLY THAT, I WOULD ALSO SHOW THEM THE 

lECTION IN THE PENAL CODE WHICH AUTHORIZES THEM TO DO THAT. 

CAPTAIN FETTERS: HOW MANY OF THESE LETTERS HAVE YOU 
IRITTEN ON THESE TELEPHONE CONVERSATIONS? 

THE ACCUSED: USUALLY ON A CONVERSATION LIKE THAT WHERE A 

'ICTIM IS CONFRONTING ME WITH SUCH A CRIME, I ALWAYS — WHEN THE 
:RIME HAS OCCURRED, I ALWAYS MAKE A PRELIMINARY CRIME REPORT. 

F THE ELEMENTS ARE THERE AND IF THEY ASK ME WITHIN THAT 
:0NVERSATION, "CAN I RECORD THE VOICES, I KNOW WHO IT IS," OR 
'CAN I RECORD THE VOICE," BECAUSE A LOT OF PEOPLE ARE AWARE THAT 
JE HAVE VOICE PRINTS, FINGERPRINTS, AND SO, AND SO FORTH, "CAN I 
5EC0RD THE VOICE?" AND I SAY, "YES, YOU ARE WITHIN THE LEGAL 
JIGHT TO RECORD THE VOICE." 


AND I’VE NEVER SEEN ANYTHING LIKE THIS WITH PEOPLE 
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EPORTING ANNOYING PHONE CALLS, BUT LIKE I SAY, ALL I’M GIVING 
HIS NAN IS NY WORD THAT I WILL DO AND CONPLETE THE 
NVESTIGATION« 

CAPTAIN FETTERS: YOU’VE INDICATED DURING YOUR 

ESTINONY — WELL, LET ME WITHDRAW THAT, 

BASED ON YOUR CONVERSATIONS WITH MR. INGRAM, WERE 
OU OF THE OPINION THAT WHAT WAS GOING ON WAS TRIVIAL OR IN THE 
ATURE OF MAJOR CRIME? 

THE ACCUSED: WELL, ALL FELONIES ARE A MAJOR CRIME AS FAR 

iS I’M CONCERNED, BUT TRIVIAL, I DON’T UNDERSTAND. 

CAPTAIN FETTERS: WHAT I’M ASKING IS: DID YOU THINK THE 

IATTER THAT INGRAM RELATED TO YOU WAS A SERIOUS MATTER AND WOULD 
‘ALL UNDER THE CATEGORY OF BEING A MAJOR CRIME IF IT WERE IN 
'ACT PERPETRATED, WITH SERIOUS CONSEQUENCES? 

THE ACCUSED: I DIDN’T KNOW THAT BY ME SIGNING THIS IT 

JOULD AMOUNT TO THIS MAGNITUDE OF ALL THIS NOTORIETY. 

CAPTAIN FETTERS: THAT’S NOT WHAT I’M SAYING, THE CRIME 
:tself — 

THE ACCUSED: YES, SIR, I BELIEVE — 

CAPTAIN FETTERS: THAT CRIME THAT MR. INGRAM TOLD YOU 

*BOUT IN WHICH THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY WOULD PURPORTEDLY BE A 
VICTIM? 

THE ACCUSED: I KNOW THAT THE CRIMES OF THIS NATURE ARE 

SERIOUS AND BECAUSE THEY WERE SERIOUS AND I WAS UNSURE ON THE 
^REA, I SOUGHT ADVICE AND I BELIEVED THAT THE ADVICE THAT I GOT 
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IAS HONEST AND IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE THINKING THAT I WAS GOING 
iT LOOKING AT THESE CRIMES. 

CAPTAIN FETTERS: TELL ME THIS THEN: IF THIS IS A 

SERIOUS MATTER, TRYING TO EQUATE IT TO, SAY, ANOTHER MAJOR CRIME 
’HAT AN INFORMANT TOLD YOU WAS GOING TO HAPPEN, SAY MR. INGRAM 
OLD YOU THAT A PARTICULAR BANK WAS GOING TO BE ROBBED OR A 
'ARTICULAR BANK MANAGER WAS GOING TO BE EXTORTED, WOULD YOU 
IANDLE THAT ON YOUR OWN AS A FOOT-BEAT OFFICER OR MIGHT YOU 
IONTACT A SUPERIOR AND INVOLVE SUCH UNITS AS THE MAJOR CRIMES 
NVESTIGATION SECTION OR THE CRIMINAL CONSPIRACY SECTION OF 
lETECTIVES? 

THE ACCUSED: SIR, I WOULD FOLLOW THE SAME PROCEDURE THAT 
DID. I WOULD CONTACT DIVISIONAL DETECTIVES AND THEN I WOULD 
SET DIRECTION FROM THEM. THEY’D SAY, "STAY THERE AND WE WILL 
IAKE ALL THE NOTIFICATIONS." IT’S SIMILAR TO RESPONDING OR 
NETTING FLAGGED DOWN BY A CITIZEN AND SAYING, "WE JUST GOT A 
tOMB THREAT." 

I GO TO A PHONE AND I CALL AND I MAKE THE 
10TIFICATIONS, AND THEN I ACT UPON THEIR ADVICE REGARDLESS OF 
‘HE CRIME. IF IT IS A FELONY, I NOTIFY THE NEXT CHAIN UP. I DO 
10T CALL MY SUPERVISOR UNLESS IT’S A MISDEMEANOR. IF IT’S A 
: ELONY DURING NORMAL DAY WATCH HOURS, WHICH THIS DID OCCUR, I 
:ALL DIVISIONAL DETECTIVES, I GET ADVICE AND I CONTINUE WITH THE 
NVESTIGATION. 

CAPTAIN FETTERS: AM I INTERPRETING YOUR TESTIMONY 
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ORRECTLY TO CONCLUDE THAT YOU WOULD NOT CONSIDER INFORMING A 


UF’ERV I SOP. OF A MAJOR CRIME THAT DID OCCUR? YOU WOULD ONLY TELL 
MOTHER P—III IN THE DETECTIVE DIVISION? 

THE ACCUSED: I HAVE — IN YEARS AND YEARS OF BEING ON 

HE STREETS, I HAVE CONTACTED POLICEMEN WHO WERE DETECTIVE 
RAINEES, AND AS A MATTER OF FACT, NORTHEAST HAS HAD SEVERAL 
ERY, VERY QUALIFIED DETECTIVE TRAINEES SUCH AS OFFICER JOE 
RIEND, WHO WAS IN ROBBERY FOR YEARS AND BEEN OUT THERE IN 
ORTHEAST DETECTIVES FOR SEVEN YEARS AS A DETECTIVE TRAINEE AND 
E’S WORKED — HE HAS RECENTLY JUST WORKED ROBBERY AND I HAVE 
OUGHT ADVICE FROM HIM ON SEVERAL ROBBERIES. AND LIKE I SAID, 
ECAUSE THROUGH MY OWN INVESTIGATION I HAVE GIVEN HIM 
NFORMATION THAT HAS LED HIM TO OTHER ARRESTS OF OTHER 
OBBERIES, SO IT’S NOT UNCOMMON FROM ME TO SEEK ADVICE FROM 
ETECTIVES AND TALK TO DETECTIVE TRAINEES. 

CAPTAIN FETTERS: SO IN OTHER WORDS, I AM CORRECT IN 

NTERPRETING THAT YOU THOUGHT IT WAS SUFFICIENT TO TALK TO 
■FFICER CASADOS? 

THE ACCUSED: YES, SIR. 

CAPTAIN BROWN: YOU STATED THAT YOU’VE KNOWN GENE INGRAM 

:INCE MARCH OF ’71 OR AROUND THAT TIME AND THAT IN LATE OCTOBER 
.R EARLY NOVEMBER, YOU SAW INGRAM ON HIS WAY TO THE OFFICE. 

IAVE YOU SEEN HIM BEFORE THAT TIME? 

THE ACCUSED: YES, SIR, I SAW HIM — I SAW HIM, I BELIEVE 
T WAS SHORTLY BEFORE HE WAS TERMINATED FROM HIS POSITION AS A 
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[RGEANT 7 I SAW HIM AT A RESTAURANT. 

CAPTAIN BROWN: DID YOU HAVE OCCASION TO BE IN HIS OFFICE 
OR TO NOVEMBER THE 6TH? 

THE ACCUSED: NO, SIR. 

CAPTAIN BROWN: THAT WAS THE FIRST TIME YOU WERE IN HIS 


ICE? 

THE ACCUSED: FIRST TIME I HAD STEPPED FOOT IN HIS 

FFICE. 

CAPTAIN BROWN: WHEN YOU WERE STUDYING FOR DETECTIVE, DID 

OU HAVE AN OPPORTUNITY TO READ ANYTHING ABOUT ELECTRONIC 


URVEILLANCE? 

THE WITNESS: I DIDN’T HAVE ANYTHING AT ALL, SIR. 

UST - I’M TRYING TO REMEMBER. I WENT OVER SO MUCH 

NFORMATION? I DON’T RECALL ANYTHING THAT EVER WENT ACROSS THIS. 
’M A VERY POOR STUDENT AND VERY POOR RETAINER OF INFORMATION 
HEN I READ. THAT’S WHY I HAVEN’T BEEN ABLE TO PASS ANY' OF THE 


CAPTAIN BROWN: WHEN YOU CALLED NORTHEAST DETECTIVES WERE 

OU CALLING — I MISSED THIS BEFORE. WERE YOU CALLING 
PECIFICALLY FOR OFFICER CASADOS OR WERE YOU JUST CALLING FOR 


NYONE? 

THE ACCUSED: NO, I WAS JUST CALLING TO CALL NORTHEAST 

ETECTIVES, AND USUALLY WHEN YOU PHONE NORTHEAST DETECTIVES, THE! 
iESK DETECTIVE ANSWERS AND YOU TELL HIM WHAT YOU GOT AND HE 
iIRECTS YOU TO THE CORRECT AREA. AND AS I TESTIFIED, WHEN I 
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ALLED AND MIKE CAS ADOS ANSWERED , I ASKED HIM, "WHAT ARE YOU 
OING ANSWERING THE PHONES?" BECAUSE I KNOW WHO THE DESK 
FFICER NORMALLY IS. 

CAPTAIN BROWN: HOW LONG WERE YOU IN ON EACH OCCASION? 

OVEMBER THE 7TH YOU WERE IN INGRAM’S OFFICE ON THAT DAY? IS 
HAT TRUE? 

THE ACCUSED: YES, SIR. 

CAPTAIN BROWN: OR THE 6TH? 

THE ACCUSED: MY INITIAL ENTRY IN HIS OFFICE WAS ON THE 


CAPTAIN BROWN: HOW LONG WERE YOU INSIDE, DO YOU RECALL? 
THE ACCUSED; TOTAL TIME, MAYBE 25 MINUTES, MAYBE HALF AN 


IOUR AT THE MOST. 

CAPTAIN BROWN: ON THE OTHER OCCASIONS DO YOU RECALL HOW 
ONG YOU WERE INSIDE? 

THE ACCUSED: ON THE 13TH, IT COULDN’T HAVE BEEN MORE 

HAN 15 MINUTES. JUST, I REVIEWED THE LETTER THAT WAS BASICALLY 
HE SAME AS THE FIRST AND MR. INGRAM GAVE ME A RUNDOWN ON 
IASICALLY WHAT WAS HAPPENING, AND THAT WAS IT, AND I LEFT AND 
IENT ABOUT MY FOOT-BEAT DUTIES. 

CAPTAIN BROWN: AGAIN, I THINK YOU ANSWERED THIS BEFORE 

lUT I DON’T RECALL. DID YOU KEEP COPIES OF THE LETTERS FOR YOUR 


NFORMATION? 

THE ACCUSED: YES, SIR, UP UNTIL AFTER THE FINAL DATE, 

JECEMBER THE 7TH, WHEN MR. INGRAM TOLD ME, HE SAYS, IT WAS A 
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\UITLESS TYPE OF EFFORT AND THEY WEREN’T GOING TO 


THEY 


EREN’T GOING IN THE DIRECTION THEY HOPED IT WAS GOING TO DO. 

ND THEY PROBABLY WERE NOT GOING TO USE THE TAPES. AFTER THE 
IRST OF THE YEAR? I THREW THE DOCUMENTS — I TORE THEM UP AND 
HREW THEM AWAY. 

CAPTAIN BROWN: IS THIS PART OF YOUR PACKAGE THAT YOU 

ERE PUTTING TOGETHER? YOU SAY YOU WERE PUTTING TOGETHER A 
ACKA6E. 

THE ACCUSED: YES, SIR, WHAT I MEAN BY A PACKAGE, I DON’T 

EAN a PACKAGE SUCH AS A TANGIBLE OBJECT. WHAT I MEANT WAS TO 
UT ALL THE PIECES OF THE PUZZLE TOGETHER, TO PUT ALL THE 
LEMENTS OF THE CRIME TOGETHER SO I CAN WALK IN AND HAND THIS TO 
HOEVER WAS GOING TO HANDLE THE FILING ON THE CRIME. THAT’S MY 
EFERENCE ON PACKAGE. 

CAPTAIN BROWN: WHAT DID YOU HAVE IN REGARDS TO EVIDENCE 

R MATERIALS OTHER THAN COPIES OF THOSE DOCUMENTS? 

THE ACCUSED: WHAT I WAS HOPEFULLY GOING TO RETAIN WOULD 

SAVE BEEN THE FALSE DOCUMENTS, THE TAPES, THE CRIME REPORT AND 
HESE LETTERS. 

CAPTAIN BROWN: DID YOU KEEP — DID YOU HAVE ANY OTHER 

VIDENCE OR MATERIAL AS TO THE DATES THAT YOU MET WITH GENE 
NGRAM OR WHERE THIS CRIME WAS SUPPOSED TO GO DOWN? 

THE ACCUSED: NO, SIR. 

CAPTAIN BROWN: YOU MENTIONED THAT THE CRIME WAS SUPPOSED 
'O GO DOWN IN GRIFFITH PARK, DID YOU EVER FIND OUT WHAT LOCATION 
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4ITHIN GRIFFITH PARK. 

THE ACCUSED: I BELIEVE IT WAS THE MERRY-GO-ROUND AREA OF 

(GRIFFITH PARK. 

CAPTAIN BROWN: ON NOVEMBER THE 2STH YOU SAID YOU MET AT 

INGRAM’S RESIDENCE ON AN OFF-DUTY BASIS, THAT’S WHEN YOU SIGNED 
HE THIRD DOCUMENT? 

THE ACCUSED: YES, SIR, 

CAPTAIN BROWN: HOW DID YOU HAPPEN TO BE AT HIS RESIDENCE 
(THAT DAY? 

THE ACCUSED: I DON’T RECALL IF I CALLED MR. INGRAM OR HE 

CALLED ME AT THE STATION PRIOR TO ME LEAVING. HE ASKED ME IF I 
HAD TIME COULD I STOP BY HIS RESIDENCE ON THE WAY HOME. IT’S 
MOT OUT OF THE WAY“ I STOPPED BY HIS RESIDENCE, HE EXPLAINED TO 
IE THE FINAL AUTHORIZATION THAT THIS WAS THEIR FINAL ATTEMPT TO 
COMPLETE THE CRIME AND HE NEEDED ONE MORE AUTHORIZATION AND THIS 
MAS GOING TO BE THE END OF IT. 

CAPTAIN BROWN: DID YOU NOTIFY ANYBODY YOU WOULD BE AT 

HIS RESIDENCE, THAT YOU WERE WORKING ON THIS PROBABLE CRIME? 

THE accused: NO* SIR. 

CAPTAIN BROWN*. I DON’T HAVE ANYTHING ELSE. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: IN RESPONSE TO A QUESTION, YOU 

MENTIONED SOMETHING ABOUT THE MANNER IN WHICH SERGEANT INGRAM — 
MR. INGRAM, FORMERLY SERGEANT INGRAM, LEFT THIS DEPARTMENT. DO 
?0U KNOW HOW HE LEFT THIS DEPARTMENT? 


THE ACCUSED: 


I’M ONLY AWARE OF WHAT I READ IN THE 
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lEWSPAF'ER. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: WHAT DID YOU READ IN THE NEWSPAPER? 

THE ACCUSED: THAT HE WAS TERMINATED FROM THE LOS ANGELES 

'OLICE DEPARTMENT„ 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: YOU SIGNED THREE DOCUMENTS DIRECTING 
[UGENE INGRAM 7 A PERSON THAT YOU KNOW TO HAVE BEEN REMOVED FROM 
*HIS POLICE DEPARTMENT 7 TO ACT AS YOUR AGENT AND YOU DIDN’T 
cEGARD HIM AS DIFFERENTLY THAN ANY OTHER CITIZEN THAT YOU MEET 
>N THE BEAT, THAT YOU WOULD MAKE HIM YOUR AGENT IN INVESTIGATING 
* CRIME AND GIVE HIM THE POWER TO CONDUCT ELECTRONIC 
SURVEILLANCE AMD YOU DIDN’T FEEL THAT IT WAS INCUMBENT UPON YOU 
"O BRING THIS TO THE ATTENTION OF A SUPERVISOR OR TO EVEN MAKE 
>N ENTRY IN THE DAILY FIELD ACTIVITIES REPORT? 

THE ACCUSED: YES, SIR, SO FAR* MAY I EXPLAIN THAT TO 

'OU, SIR? 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: I WISH YOU WOULD- 

THE ACCUSED: AS A POLICEMAN I CONFRONT A LOT OF PEOPLE 

“HAT I CONSIDER UNDESIRABLES, WHATEVER THEY ARE5 PROSTITUTES ON 
"HE STREET, THE PIMPS. WHEN THEY TELL ME AND THEY COME TO ME 
>ND GIVE ME EVIDENCE OF A CRIME THAT’S BEEN PERPETRATED AGAINST 
“HEM I, WITHOUT ANY BIAS OR ANYTHING ELSE, I HAVE TO COMPLETE 
“HAT CRIME REPORT. IF I DO NOT COMPLETE THE CRIME REPORT, I AM 
JERELICT IN MY DUTY, REGARDLESS OF WHO THEY ARE OR WHAT THEY 
*RE. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: OFFICER, I’VE GIVEN YOU A LOT OF 
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.ATITUBE IN ANSWERING QUESTIONS AND RESPONDING TO IT. I’M NOT 
ALKING ABOUT PROSTITUTES GIVING YOU EVIDENCE OF A CRIME, I’M 
ALKING ABOUT A FORMER MEMBER OF THIS DEPARTMENT WHO WAS FIRED, 
IHO HAS ASKED YOU IF HE COULD BE YOUR AGENT, IN EFFECT, RESUME 
HE AUTHORITY OF A POLICE OFFICER AFTER HE HAS BEEN FIRED. AND 
OU DIDN’T FEEL IT INCUMBENT UPON YOU TO BRING THIS TO THE 
iTTENTION OF A SUPERVISOR? 

I’M NOT TALKING ABOUT SOMEONE GIVING YOU THE 
iVIDENCE OF A CRIME. YOU HAVE GIVEN AUTHORITY TO SOMEBODY WHO 
IAS REMOVED FROM THIS DEPARTMENT. THEY WERE TOLD, "YOU CAN NO 
.ONGER BE A POLICE OFFICER." THAT WAS THE DECISION OF THIS 
lEPARTMENT, AND YOU DIDN’T FEEL ANY ANYTHING ABOUT MAKING HIM A 
IEMBER OF THIS DEPARTMENT ALL OVER AGAIN? 

THE ACCUSED: WELL, SIR — 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: I MEAN, YOU DIDN’T FEEL THE NEED TO 

IISCUSS IT WITH A SUPERVISOR? 

THE ACCUSED: WHEN I CALLED NORTHEAST DETECTIVES AND 

IISCUSSED THIS WITH MIKE CASADOS — 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: MIKE CASADOS .IS NOT YOUR SUPERVISOR. 
'HAT’S WHAT I’M ASKING YOU. I’M NOT LOOKING FOR EXPLANATIONS 
GROUND THE CORNER. I’M JUST ASKING YOU DIDN’T THAT STRIKE YOU 
>S SOMETHING THAT YOU SHOULD HAVE BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF A 
SUPERVISOR? 

THE ACCUSED: MAYBE IT WAS AN OVERSIGHT ON MY PART NOT 
10TIFYING A SUPERVISOR, BUT I DIDN’T FEEL I NEEDED TO, 
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CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: YOU DIDN’T FEEL THAT SINCE THIS WAS 
tORE THAN JUST YOUR ORDINARY CONTACT WITH A CITIZEN, THAT YOU 
SHOULD JUST MAKE AN ENTRY IN YOUR DAILY FIELD ACTIVITY BOOK? 

THE ACCUSED: NO, SIR, I DO NOT. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: YOU DID FEEL A NEED OR AT LEASE 

ACKNOWLEDGED THAT THERE WAS SOME CAUSE FOR YOU TO CHECK YOUR 
VERSION OF THE DEPARTMENT MANUAL TO SEE IF WHAT YOU WERE DOING 
JAS PROPER? 

THE ACCUSED: YES, SIR. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: KNOWING THAT THIS MANUAL IS UPDATED 

REGULARLY, MONTHLY, WEEKLY AT TIMES AND THAT YOU HAD A 1972 
1ANUAL WITH ONE UPDATE, WHY DIDN’T YOU CHECK THE DEPARTMENT 
1ANUAL AT WORK WHICH IS UPDATED, WHICH YOU KNOW TO BE UPDATED 
AND YOU KNOW THIS NOT TO BE? 

THE ACCUSED: I JUST CHECKED MY MANUAL. I THOUGHT IT WAS 

CURRENT. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: WHY DIDN’T YOU CHECK THE MANUAL AT 

gORK? YOU SAID YOU ONLY MADE — YOU BOUGHT ONE PACKAGE OF 
JPDATED MATERIAL AT SOME TIME AND YET SPECIAL ORDERS COME OUT 
SOMETIMES DAILY. AND IF YOU FELT THAT THERE WAS A NEED TO CHECK 
rHE DEPARTMENT MANUAL TO SEE IF WHAT YOU WERE DOING WAS PROPER, 
gHY DID YOU NOT CHECK THE DEPARTMENT MANUAL AT WORK WHICH IS 
REQUIRED TO BE UPDATED REGULARLY? 

THE ACCUSED: YES, SIR, THE REASON I DIDN’T DO THAT IS 

BECAUSE I FELT THAT IN MY SEEKING ADVICE, DETECTIVES ARE IN TUNE 
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ITH WHAT’S GOING ON WITH THE DEPARTMENT — 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: YOU GOT THE ADVICE. FOLLOWING THE 
DVICE YOU FOUND IT NECESSARY TO CHECK YOUR MANUAL? 

THE ACCUSED: YES, SIR. I JUST — 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: WHY DIDN’T YOU CHECK THE MANUAL AT 

ORK AS OPPOSED TO THE MANUAL, THE OUTDATED MANUAL AT HOME? 

THE ACCUSED: I JUST DIDN’T CHECK THE DEPARTMENT MANUAL. 

DIDN’T GO TO THE WATCH COMMANDER’S OFFICE AND PULL IT. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: I HAVE NO FURTHER QUESTIONS. 


RECROSS-EXAM INATION 

Y MR. HORN: 

Q OFFICER RODRIGUEZ, CAPTAIN DOCHERTY ASKED YOU 

IHETHER YOU WERE AWARE THAT GENE INGRAM HAD BEEN TERMINATED FROM 
HE POLICE DEPARTMENT. YOUR ANSWER TO THAT QUESTION WAS YES? 

A YES. 

Q TO YOUR KNOWLEDGE, HAS GENE INGRAM EVER BEEN 

;ONVICTED OF ANY CRIME? 

A NOT TO MY KNOWLEDGE. 

Q SECTION 1/2Q0 OF THE POLICE MANUAL DEALS WITH 

'EPSONAL CONDUCT. SECTION 210.10, PARAGRAPH 3 STATES, "I WILL 
1EVER ACT OFFICIOUSLY OR PERMIT PERSONAL FEELINGS, PREJUDICES, 
ANIMOSITIES OR FRIENDSHIPS TO INFLUENCE MY DECISION." 

DID YOU LET A PERSONAL FRIENDSHIP OR ANY OTHER 
CONNECTION WITH GENE INGRAM INFLUENCE YOUR DECISION? 
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A 


Q 


A 

Q 


A NO, SIR. 

Q DO YOU THINK IT WOULD BE WRONG OF YOU TO HAVE A 

'ERSONAL ANIMOSITY TOWARDS AN INDIVIDUAL BECAUSE HE NO LONGER 
JORKS FOR THE POLICE DEPARTMENT SO THAT IT WOULD INFLUENCE YOUR 
>P INI ON? 

YES, SIR. 

THAT WOULD BE WRONG, CORRECT? 

YES, SIR. 

CAPTAIN FETTERS ASKED YOU WHETHER YOU HAD RECEIVED 
:ALLS FROM PEOPLE WHO INDICATED THAT THEY WERE BEING BURDENED BY 
ANNOYING PHONE CALLS UNDER THE 653(M) PENAL CODE AND YOU 
INDICATED YOU HAD TALKED TO SOME OF THESE PEOPLE, CORRECT? 

A YES, SIR. 

Q AND HE ASKED YOU HOW MANY LETTERS YOU SENT TO THEM 

AUTHORIZING THEM TO RECORD THESE CALLS AND YOU SAID NONE, 
CORRECT? 

A YES, SIR. 

Q HOW MANY OF THOSE PEOPLE ASKED YOU FOR A WRITTEN 

AUTHORIZATION? 

A NONE THAT I CAN RECALL. 

Q DID GENE INGRAM ASK YOU FOR A WRITTEN 

AUTHORIZATION. 

A YES, SIR, WHEN HE PRESENTED ME THIS DOCUMENT. 

MR. HORN: I HAVE NOTHING FURTHER. 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: NO FURTHER. 
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RED IRECT EX AM I NAT I Or 


iY SGT. CARTERS 

Q OFFICER RODRIGUEZ, FOLLOWING UP ON THE QUESTION 

HAT CAPTAIN BROWN ASKED YOU WHEN HE WANTED TO KNOW HOW MUCH 
IME YOU SPENT WITH OFFICER — I MEAN WITH MR. INGRAM ON 
iCCASIONS THAT YOU PERSONALLY MET WITH HIM, I BELIEVE YOU 
NDIGATED ON NOVEMBER 6TH YOU SPENT SOMEWHERE BETWEEN 25 AND 30 
IINUTES5 IS THAT CORRECT? 

A TO THE BEST OF MY RECOLLECTION. 

Q HOW MUCH TIME DID YOU SPEND WITH HIM ON NOVEMBER 

'TH WHEN YOU SIGNED THE LETTER OF AUTHORIZATION, 

A MAYBE 10 OR 15 MINUTES. IT WASN’T LONG. 

Q YOU TESTIFIED THAT YOU MET AGAIN WITH MR. INGRAM ON 

IOVEMBER THE 8TH WHEN YOU VIEWED THE VIDEOTAPES AND THAT WAS 
tLSO ON DUTY. HOW MUCH TIME DID YOU SPEND WITH HIM ON THAT 
' I ME? 

A I VIEWED THE TAPES FOR ABOUT MAYBE 20 MINUTES, 

1AYBE A LITTLE LESS. 

Q HOW MUCH TIME ALTOGETHER DID YOU SPEND WITH 

1 R. INGRAM ON THAT DATE? 

A ABOUT 20 MINUTES. 

Q APPROXIMATELY 20 MINUTES. AND THERE AGAIN, ON 

■IOVEMBER THE 28TH, YOU INDICATED THAT YOU MET AT HIS RESIDENCE 
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HEN YOU SIGNED THE LAST LETTER OF AUTHORIZATION. HOW MUCH TIME 
ID YOU SPEND AT HIS RESIDENCE ON THE 2STH? 

A AN HOUR, MAYBE A LITTLE LONGER. 

Q DO YOU — DID YOU AUTHORIZE MORE THAN THE THREE 

ETTERS OF AUTHORIZATION, OFFICER RODRIGUEZ? 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: I’D OBJECT. IT’S NOT AN ISSUE IN HERE. 

’D LIKE TO KNOW THE RELEVANCY OF THAT IF, IN FACT, THAT’S WHERE 
E’RE GOING. I THINK DUE PROCESS PROVIDES HIM TO, AS PROVIDED 
N SKELLY, TO BE CONFRONTED WITH ALL THE MATERIALS HE’S GOING TO 
E CHARGED WITH. IF NOT, HE’S DIGGING OUT OF THIN AIR AND IT’S 
SOMETHING THE BOARD SHOULD NOT HEAR. AND GIVEN THE SUPPOSITION 
iND CONJECTURE THAT IT’S POSSIBLY AN ACT OF MISCONDUCT IN THE 
UTURE, I DON’T SEE THE RELEVANCY OF THIS, I REALLY DON’T. 

IF THE ADVOCATE HASN’T — IS GOING TO PRESENT IT, 

.ET US BRING A DEFENSE AGAINST IT. 

(BOARD CONFERS) 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: THE BOARD IS NOT CONCERNED NOR 
NTERESTED REALLY WITH ANY OTHER ADDITIONAL LETTERS, UNLESS YOU 
IAVE A POINT WHICH YOU LAY A FOUNDATION TO BRING THIS 
NFORMATION FORWARD. 

SGT. CARTER: I BELIEVE IT IS RELEVANT, MR. CHAIRMAN. 

>BVIOUSLY WE ARE ONLY ADDRESSING THESE CHARGES HERE TODAY AND 
'HERE IS NO CONSPIRACY ON THE DEPARTMENT’S PART TO ADD AN 
ALLEGATION OR ANYTHING LIKE THAT. BUT I THINK IT’S RELEVANT TO 
ilS PATTERN OF CONDUCT THAT IF HE DID, IN FACT, AUTHORIZE 
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iDDITIONAL LETTERS, THAT’S RELEVANT TO HIS STATE OF MIND AND HIS 
•ATTERN OF CONDUCT . 

5GT. HERNANDEZ: THE DEPARTMENT AS THROUGH THE INCIDENT, 

iND I DON’T HAVE THE EXACT DATE HERE, DID A COMPLETE 
NVESTISATION ON THIS. IF, IN FACT, THEY FAILED TO OBTAIN IT — 
CAN UNDERSTAND NOW YOU’RE SAYING YOU DO HAVE IT, BUT IF, IN 
ACT, THERE’S ANY POSSIBILITY OF HAVING IT, THEN ACCORDING TO 
ilJE PROCESS OF THE SKELLY PROVISION, YOU SHALL HAVE PROVIDED IT. 
IE CAN’T EVEN HEAR IT UNTIL I HAVE THE COPY OF IT. THAT’S BEEN 
'HE PAST PRACTICE AND STATE LAW. IF YOU GO FORWARD WITH IT, IF 
'OU HAVE IT, I’D LIKE TO SEE AND ASK FOR A CONTINUANCE. 

MR. HORN: AND I’D INVITE THE COURT’S ATTENTION TO 

IECTION 345.30 AND 345.60 OF THE BOARD OF RIGHTS MANUAL, JULY 
931 ADDITION WHICH IS THE LATEST UPDATE I HAVE OF THE MANUAL 
IHICH RELATES TO OFFENSES RELATIVE TO ORIGINAL CHARGES. 

AND IN THAT PROVISION IT SETS FORTH CLEARLY THAT IF 
s NEW ALLEGATION IS MADE THAT’S PERTINENT OR RELEVANT TO THE 
INGOING ALLEGATIONS, A CONTINUANCE MUST BE GRANTED TO PREPARE A 
lEFENSE AND THEY SHALL BE FILED AGAINST THE DEFENDANT. I THINK 
'HAT’S CLEAR UNDER YOUR OWN RULES. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: SERGEANT CARTER, ARE YOU INTENDING TO 

iRING FURTHER CHARGES AGAINST THE OFFICER? 

SGT. CARTER: THE DEPARTMENT IS NOT INTENDING TO BRING 
'URTHER CHARGES AGAINST THE OFFICER, NOR IS THE DEPARTMENT GOING 
'0 SUBMIT ANYTHING IN EVIDENCE. ALL THE DEPARTMENT IS ASKING IS 
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hat the officer answer the questions as stated and the 

IEPARTMENT FEELS THAT GOES AS TO PATTERN OF CONDUCT AND STATE OF 
IIND. 

SGT. HERNANDEZ l IT’S LIKE GOING FISHING WITHOUT A 
ISHING LICENSE. YOU DON’T HAVE A LEGAL FISHING LICENSE. NOW, 
DON’T SEE IT. 

(BOARD CONFERS) 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: INASMUCH AS NEITHER THE BOARD NOR THE 

IEPARTMENT ADVOCATE HAS INDICATED ANY DESIRE TO MAKE ANY 
ADDITIONAL CHARGES, THEN WE’RE MERELY TRYING TO FIND A PATTERN 
>F CONDUCT' AT LEAST THE DEPARTMENT ADVOCATE IS TRYING TO 
ISTABLISH A PATTERN OF CONDUCT. I WOULD HAVE TO ASSUME THAT 
ABSENT ANY EVIDENCE WHICH YOU — HE COULD GIVE YOU THAT HE IS 
ASKING A QUESTION SEEKING AN ANSWER AS OPPOSED TO LAYING, YOU 
!NOW, EVIDENCE OF ANOTHER CHARGE. 

MR. HORN: I HAVE A QUESTION. IF THERE IS EVIDENCE 

JITHIN THE DEPARTMENT’S POSSESSION THAT WOULD INFER THAT OFFICER 
iODRIGUEZ DID PARTICIPATE IN ANY OTHER MEETING, WE REQUEST AT 
'HIS TIME PURSUANT TO SKELLY THAT THE DEPARTMENT PRESENT THAT TO 
'HE DEFENSE SO WE MAY REVIEW THOSE DOCUMENTS AND PROCEED 
ACCORDINGLY. 

I THINK WE ARE ENTITLED TO HAVE WHATEVER EVIDENCE, 
WHETHER IT BE SOMETHING TO FLESH OUT WHAT ARE THE EXISTING 
:HARGES OR NEW CHARGES IN ORDER TO PURSUE THE BEST DEFENSE. AND 
[ TELL YOU NOW THAT WE HAVE NO EVIDENCE IN OUR POSSESSION THAT 
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IAS PROVIDED BY THE ADVOCATE THAT WOULD RELATE TO ANY OTHER 
ALLEGATIONS OF PROVIDING AUTHORIZATIONS ON SUBSEQUENT DATES » 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: I WOULD LIKE TO HAVE SECTION 363-50 

SITED IN THE RECORD LOOKING AT THE WORDS USED BY THE CHAIRMAN OF 
‘HE BOARD OF "PATTERN OF CONDUCT." IT STATES SPECIFICALLY, 

“THE BOARD OF RIGHTS MAY ACCEPT EVIDENCE OF ACTS 
COMMITTED MORE THAN A YEAR BEFORE THE TRIAL IF THEY TEND 
TO PROVE A PATTERN OF CONDUCT." 

WE’RE REACHING IN THE FUTURE OR SOME OTHER — 
CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: OBVIOUSLY, YOU DON’T UNDERSTAND WHAT 
'OU’RE READING EITHER. IT SAYS THAT YOU MAY EVEN GO A YEAR 
JEYOND BECAUSE, AS YOU KNOW AS A DEFENSE REP, YOU CANNOT CHARGE 
m OFFICER, YOU CAN’T FIND HIM GUILTY OF ANYTHING THAT HE DID 
>NE YEAR PRIOR. BUT TO ESTABLISH A PATTERN OF CONDUCT, YOU CAN 
30 BEYOND THAT ONE YEAR LIMITATION. THAT’S ALL THAT MEANS. 

DO YOU HAVE ANY EVIDENCE TO PRESENT, ANY EVIDENCE 
>F THIS OFFICER DOING ANYTHING — DO YOU HAVE EVIDENCE OF IT? 

SGT. CARTER: YES, MR. CHAIRMAN. IT’S IN HIS STATEMENT 

"HAT HE GAVE SERGEANT HERNANDEZ, WHICH HAS BEEN PROVIDED BOTH 
1R. HORN AND SERGEANT BINO HERNANDEZ AND IN THEIR SKELLY 
PACKAGE, IT’S RIGHT HERE IN HIS STATEMENT. 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: COULD WE HAVE A MINUTE? 

SGT. CARTER: THIRD PARAGRAPH, PAGE 31, LAST SENTENCE. 

MR. HORN: COULD YOU GIVE ME THE REFERENCE AGAIN? 


SGT. CARTER: 
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'ARAGRAF'H, LAST SENTENCE. 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: I REQUEST, IF THE BOARD WOULD PERMIT, 

1AY I PRESENT THIS TO THE ACCUSED OFFICER IF HE’S GOING TO BE 
>SKED A QUESTION, TO LET HIM REVIEW THE PURPORTED STATEMENT HE 
1ADE IN TO ENRIQUE HERNANDEZ IN THE — 

SGT. CARTER: THE OFFICER HASN’T BEEN GIVEN THE ABILITY 

'0 ANSWER THE QUESTION, SO WE CAN’T DETERMINE YET WHETHER HE 
(ECALLS THAT OR NOT. 

MR. HORN: EXCUSE ME. I BELIEVE THAT THE PROVISION, AND 
[’LL FIND IT IN A MOMENT, IS WITHIN THE BOARD OF RIGHTS MANUAL 
rHAT IF A WRITTEN STATEMENT HAS BEEN GIVEN, A WITNESS SHALL BE 
3IVEN THE OPPORTUNITY TO REVIEW THE WRITTEN STATEMENT BEFORE 
;iNG REQUIRED TO ANSWER THE QUESTION. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: I AGREE. 

SGT. CARTER: NO OBJECTION. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: WOULD YOU PLEASE, SERGEANT HERNANDEZ, 

31VE HIM A COPY OF THAT. 

(RECORD READ) 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: OBJECTION OVERRULED. YOU MAY ANSWER 
rHE QUESTION. 

THE ACCUSED: AS I SAID IN MY STATEMENT, I WAS UNCERTAIN 

WD AS IT’S PRESENTED TO ME HERE IT WAS ONLY THREE LETTERS. 

3Y SGT. CARTER: 

Q WOULD YOU AGREE, SINCE YOU HAVE HAD THE ABILITY TO 

[FRESH YOUR MEMORY, WOULD YOU READ THAT ENTIRE SENTENCE OF PAGE 
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1 OF THE PERSONNEL 


INVESTIGATION, THE THIRD PARAGRAPH LAST 


SENTENCE? WHICH BEGINS WITH "RODRIGUEZ WAS UNCERTAIN." 

A "RODRIGUEZ WAS UNCERTAIN ABOUT THE CIRCUMSTANCES - 

ABOUT THE CIRCUMSTANCES BECAUSE HE RECALLED SIGNING 
ANOTHER LETTER OF AUTHORIZATION FOR A PLANNED MEETING 

'HAT 

WAS CANCELLED BECAUSE OF RAINY WEATHER." 

Q 30 IN ANSWERING THE QUESTION THAT I PUT FORTH TO 

'OU, DOES THAT MEAN THAT THERE WAS MORE THAN THREE LETTERS OR 
JERE THERE JUST THREE LETTERS OF AUTHORIZATION? 

A THERE WERE JUST THREE LETTERS, SIR. I WAS 

INCERTAIN AT THE TIME. 

9. OFFICER RODRIGUEZ, CAPTAIN BROWN ALSO ASKED YOU IF 

'OU HAD COMPILED SOME PAPERWORK REGARDING THE PURPORTED CRIMES 
'HAT MR. INGRAM WAS INVESTIGATING; IS THAT TRUE? 

A YES. 

a AND DID YOU COMPILE SOME PAPERWORK REGARDING THAT? 

A NO, SIR. 

a DID YOU COMPILE THE LETTERS? 

A I HAD THE THREE LETTERS AT ONE TIME, YES, SIR. 

a WAS THERE ANYTHING ELSE IN THAT PACKAGE THAT YOU 

JERE DEVELOPING REGARDING THESE PURPORTED CRIMES? 

A NO, THAT’S ALL. 

Q JUST THREE LETTERS? 

A THAT’S ALL I HAD. I HAD NO OTHER EVIDENCE. 
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Q DID YOU TAKE ANY NOTES REGARDING YOUR INTERVIEWS 

IITH MR. INGRAM? 

A NO, SIR. 

SGT. CARTER: I HAVE NO FURTHER QUESTIONS. 

MR. HORN: NO QUESTIONS. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: BINO? 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: NO FURTHER. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: CAPTAIN BROWN? 

CAPTAIN BROWN: NO. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: CAPTAIN FETTERS? 

CAPTAIN FETTERS: NO. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: THANK YOU VERY MUCH, OFFICER. 

THE ACCISED: THANK YOU. 

(DISCUSSION OFF THE RECORD.) 

SGT. CARTER: MR. CHAIRMAN, AT THIS TIME THE DEPARTMENT 

JOULD CALL SERGEANT ENRIQUE HERNANDEZ. 

ENRIQUE A. HERNANDEZ , 

PRODUCED AS A WITNESS BY AND ON BEHALF OF THE DEPARTMENT, AND 
3EING PREVIOUSLY SWORN BY THE CHAIRMAN, WAS EXAMINED AND 
PESTIFIED AS FOLLOWS: 

SGT. CARTER: SERGEANT HERNANDEZ, WOULD YOU PLEASE STATE 

r'OUR NAME AND ASSIGNMENT FOR THE RECORD, PLEASE. 

THE WITNESS: ENRIQUE A. HERNANDEZ. I’M THE OFFICER IN 
IHARGE OF DISCOVERY UNIT RECORDS AND IDENTIFICATION DIVISION. 
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DIRECT EXAMINATION 


iY SGT. CARTER: 

Q SERGEANT HERNANDEZ, WERE YOU ASSIGNED TO CONDUCT A 

•ERSONNEL COMPLAINT, PERSONNEL COMPLAINT INVESTIGATION INTO THE 
ALLEGATIONS THAT ARE BEFORE THIS BOARD TODAY REGARDING CONDUCT 
>F OFFICER RODRIGUEZ? 

A YES, SIR- 

Q AND DURING YOUR INVESTIGATION AND SPECIFICALLY ON 

>PRIL 23RD? 1985, DID YOU ATTEND A PRESS CONFERENCE AT THE NEW 
>TANI HOTEL WHICH WAS BEING HELD BY THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY? 

A YES, SIR. 

Q AND DURING THAT — 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: I OBJECT FOR A FOUNDATION OF WHERE THIS 

IAN IS GOING. 

MR- HORN: OFFER OF PROOF. IT’S SUBSEQUENT TO ALL OF THE 

•ACTS THAT ARE CONTAINED IN THE COMPLAINT, AND I DON’T SEE IT’S 
vELE VANCE. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: WILL WE SEE THE RELEVANCE? 

SGT. CARTER: I BELIEVE YOU WILL, MR. CHAIRMAN. 

MR. HORN: CAN WE HAVE AN OFFER OF PROOF? 

SGT. CARTER: THE DEFENSE WITNESS, MR. COOLEY, TESTIFIED 

PHAT, YOU KNOW, MR. INGRAM HAD GONE TO COUNSEL FOR THE CHURCH OF 
SCIENTOLOGY IN ORDER TO OBTAIN ADVICE REGARDING THE 
AUTHORIZATION, SO TO SPEAK, OF THESE LETTERS AND THAT HE HAD 
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EEN ADVISED TO SEEK POLICE AUTHORIZATION WHICH I BELIEVE THE 
CARD HAS — HAS ALREADY BEEN BROUGHT OUT AND WAS ACCOMPLISHED 
URING THIS BOARD OF EIGHTS. 

THE DEPARTMENT WILL OR IS GOING TO SHOW THE IMPACT 
F THE ACTS OF MR. — OR OF OFFICER RODRIGUEZ IN COMPLETING 
HOSE LETTERS OF AUTHORIZATION WHICH I BELIEVE IS RELEVANT TO 
HIS CASE. 

MR. HORN: EXCUSE ME. WELL, I’M HAVING A LITTLE TROUBLE 
ITTING IT INTO THE CONFINES OF THE COMPLAINT, BUT EVEN 
iROADENING THE PARAMETERS OF THE INQUIRY, I FAIL TO SEE HOW 
ESTIMONY WHICH IS ELICITED WITHOUT OBJECTION BY THE DEPARTMENT 
iDVOCATE CAN BE USED TO THEN BRING IN COUNTER EVIDENCE BY THE 
IEPARTMENT ADVOCATE. 

IT WAS THE ADVOCATE THAT BROUGHT — THE DEPARTMENT 
iDVOCATE THAT BROUGHT MUCH OF THIS OUT DURING HIS SO-CALLED 
:F;OSS-EXAMINATION OF MR. COOLEY. I DON’T THINK THAT YOU CAN 
:XPAND THE PROPER PARAMETERS OF THEIR CASE BY ASKING QUESTIONS 
>N CROSS THAT LEAD YOU BEYOND THE PALE. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: IF I REMEMBER CORRECTLY, MR. COOLEY 

JAS YOUR WITNESS AND TESTIFIED TO A GREAT NUMBER OF THINGS THAT 
JERE FAR BEYOND THE SCOPE OF THE CHARGES. 


MR. HORN: WITHOUT OBJECTION. NOW, CERTAINLY IF THEY — 

;F THE ADVOCATE HAD OBJECTED AND THE COURT HAD SUSTAINED, WE 
JOULD NOT HAVE PROCEEDED. WE ARE AT LEAVE TO ALLOW HIM TO 
SROADEN THE PARAMETERS IF WE WANT TO BY NOT OBJECTING. HOWEVER, 
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E ARE OBJECTING AND THAT THE DECISION TO EXPAND OR LIMIT IS ONE 
HAT’S MADE BY INDIVIDUAL COUNSEL. 

I DON’T SEE THAT FROM WHERE WE STAND, IN TERMS OF 
HE COMPLAINT THE PARAMETERS HAVE BEEN EXPANDED TO INCLUDE A 
RESS CONFERENCE BY THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY MONTHS AFTER THE 
NCIDENT. 

(BOARD CONFERS) 

MR. HORN: I HAVE AM ADDITIONAL OBJECTION AND THAT IS 

HIS: I DON’T SEE HOW THE DEFENDANT CAN BE HELD ACCOUNTABLE FOR 

HE STATEMENT OF A THIRD PARTY UNLESS HE EXCEEDS OR PROMOTES 
HAT STATEMENT. AS AN EXAMPLE, GRAPHIC I WOULD GRANT YOU, BUT 
N EXAMPLE, POLICE CHIEF GATES SAID, "I BELIEVE IN DUE PROCESS 
OR DEFENDANTS." 

SOMEBODY FROM SOME ORGANIZATION WHICH HAS AN 
PPOSITE POINT OF VIEW SAYS POLICE CHIEF GATES SANCTIONS CHILD 
tOLESTORS’ RIGHTS. IS POLICE CHIEF GATES RESPONSIBLE FOR THAT 
STATEMENT IN ANY WAY, SHAPE OR FORM? NO, HE’S NOT, NOR SHOULD 
HE DEFENDANT IN THIS CASE BE RESPONSIBLE FOR SOMEONE ELSE 
GROUNDING ON AN ACT THAT HE HAD NOTHING TO DO WITH? THAT IS THE 
lECISION TO CHARACTERIZE THIS AS SOMETHING OTHER THAN WHAT IT 
IAS. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: WELL, IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE 

SOARD in A BOARD — IN AN ADMINISTRATIVE HEARING OF FERRETING 
>UT AND LISTENING TO HEARSAY AND LISTENING TO A GREAT DEAL OF 
■RINGS, EVEN LISTENING TO AN ATTORNEY’S OPINION OF 633 
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EMAL CODE AND APPLICATION BY THE LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT« 
THE RELEVANCE IS TO BE DETERMINED BY THE BOARD? SO 
THINK IT 7 S INCUMBENT UPON US TO HEAR EVERYTHING THAT’S OFFERED 
Y BOTH SIDES? WHETHER ONE SIDES DEEMS IT RELEVANT OR NOT. IT’S 
P TO US TO DETERMINE THE RELEVANCY THAT WE WISH TO AFFORD IT. 

ND SO FOR THAT REASON? I’M OVERRULING YOUR OBJECTION? BUT IT 
iAS BEEN NOTED. 

SGT. CARTER: PLEASE ANSWER THE QUESTION. 

THE WITNESS: YES? I DID ATTEND. 

CAPTAIN FETTERS: WOULD YOU RESTATE THE QUESTION SO I GET 

HE DATE CORRECTLY? 

»Y SGT. CARTER: 

Q SERGEANT HERNANDEZ? ON APRIL 23RD? 1985? DID YOU 

iTTEND A PRESS CONFERENCE AT THE NEW OTANI HOTEL WHICH WAS BEING 
IELD BY THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY? 

A YES? SIR. 

Q AND DURING THAT PRESS CONFERENCE WAS ANY 

REFERENCE — WAS ANY REFERENCE MADE AS TO THE SURREPTITIOUS 
SURVEILLANCE WHICH WAS CONDUCTED BY MR. INGRAM? 

A YES? SIR. 

Q COULD YOU TELL US WHAT THAT WAS? PLEASE? 

A YES. AN INDIVIDUAL WHO IDENTIFIED HIMSELF AS THE 

INTERNATIONAL PRESIDENT FOR THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY MADE 
STATEMENTS TO THE EFFECT THAT THE INVESTIGATION CONDUCTED BY 
1R. INGRAM HAD BEEN SANCTIONED BY THE POLICE DEPARTMENT. AND I 
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EL I EVE HE — THE WORDS THAT HE USED WAS THAT “DURING THE COURSE 
F A POLICE-SANCTIONED STING OPERATION." ALTHOUGH THIS 
NDIVIDUAL DID NOT IDENTIFY MR. INGRAM BY NAME, IT DID INDICATE 
HAT IN THE OPINION OF THE CHURCH THAT THE INVESTIGATION HAD 
ISCLOSED EVIDENCE OF A CONSPIRACY AGAINST THE CHURCH. 

IN ADDITION TO THAT, ALL MEMBERS PRESENT DURING THE 
ONFERENCE WERE PROVIDED CERTAIN DOCUMENTS CONTAINED WITHIN A 
OLDER. AMONGST THE DOCUMENTS WAS A COPY OF THE CHURCH’S 
FREEDOM" NEWSPAPER AND ON THE FRONT PAGE OF THAT NEWSPAPER, II 
.SO REFERENCED THE INGRAM INVESTIGATION OF ARMSTRONG AS "A 
OLICE-SANCTIONED STING OPERATION. " 

MR. HORN: EXCUSE ME. I’LL OBJECT AGAIN. HOW CAN 

'FFICER RODRIGUEZ BE RESPONSIBLE FOR DEPRIVING SOMEBODY ELSE OF 
REEDOM OF THE PRESS? ESSENTIALLY THAT’S WHAT THE INFERENCE IS 
IERE IN ATTEMPTING TO BRING THIS INTO EVIDENCE. 

SOMEONE CAN CHARACTERIZE WHAT OFFICER RODRIGUEZ DID 
iNYWAY THEY WANT TO, BUT THAT’S NOT RELEVANT TO HIS GUILT OR 
NNOCENCE OF THE OFFENSES CHARGED IN THE COMPLAINT. I CAN’T SEE 
'HAT IT WOULD BE RELEVANT, UNLESS OFFICER RODRIGUEZ ADOPTED THAT 
'OSITION OR INSPIRED IT. AND THERE’S NO EVIDENCE TO SHOW THAT 
3 WHAT HAPPENED. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: WELL, I THINK WHAT HE’S TRYING TO DO, 

iND CORRECT ME IF I’M WRONG, SERGEANT CARTER, IS TO INDICATE THE 
iESULTS OF THE MISCONDUCT WITH WHICH THE OFFICER WAS CHARGED. 

IF I WERE TO SAY THAT YOU ARE GUILTY OF FAILING TO 
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JET YOUR PARKING BRAKE AND PUT YOUR CAR IN PARK, IT MEANS 
ABSOLUTELY NOTHING. HOWEVER, IF I SHOWED LATER ON THAT THE CAR 
JENT DOWN THE HILL AND BANGED UP A FEW OTHER CARS, THAT’S AN 
EXTENSION OF WHAT YOU HAD DONE. AND I THINK HE’S TRYING TO 
*01NT OUT WHAT THE POSSIBLE EFFECTS OF THE MISCONDUCT, IF HE’S 
3UILTY OF MISCONDUCT. 

MR. HORN: CAPTAIN, PERHAPS I’M NOT BEING ARTICULATE 

ENOUGH IN THIS PARTICULAR SITUATION, BUT LET ME DRAW AN ANALOGY 
“HAT I THINK IS CLOSER THAN THE PARKED CAR ROLLING DOWN THE 
■SILL. 

ASSUME FOR A MOMENT THAT THERE IS A CONFRONTATION 
BETWEEN A POLICE OFFICER AND A BLACK CITIZEN. SOMETIME 
AFTERWARDS THE BLACK PANTHER PARTY, NEWLY ARISEN FROM THE ASHES 
.IKE THE PHOENIX, COMES OUT AND SAYS, "THE POLICE ARE GESTAPO, 
rHEY ARE NAZIS. THEY STARTED THIS CONFRONTATION, THEY BEAT THIS 
'IAN TO DEATH, " AND THEY PUT IT OUT IN THEIR PAPER. 

WOULD THAT BE EVIDENCE AT SOME SUBSEQUENT TRIAL OR 
BOARD FOR THE POLICE OFFICER WHO IS INVOLVED IN THE INITIAL 
JONFRONTATION AND HOW CAN ANY CREDIBILITY BE GIVEN TO A THIRD 
PARTY’S STATEMENT TO WHICH THEY DID NOT PARTICIPATE, WEREN’T 

IT’S, TO ME, 

IT’S SO FAR OFF THE WALL THAT I THINK IT WILL CONTAMINATE THE 
ENTIRE PROCEEDINGS HERE, SOMETHING WE DON’T WISH TO DO. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY*. IF THE POLICE OFFICER HAD, IN FACT, 
BEATEN THE PERSON TO DEATH WHICH HAD PRECIPITATED THE RIOT, THEN 
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T WOULD BE SIGNIFICANT TO KNOW THAT THAT STARTED THE RIOT. 

NR. HORN: THERE’S NO QUESTION, BUT YOU CAN’T HAVE A 
RESS RELEASE AS BEING THE EVIDENCE. YOU HAVE TO HAVE SOMEONE 
HO VIEWED THE RIOT OR DID SOMETHING OR OBSERVED SOMETHING THAT 
iAVE THEM MATERIAL EVIDENCE OF WHAT TRANSPIRED, NOT MERELY AN 
'PINION ABOUT WHAT HAD BEEN DONE. WHAT THEY’RE ATTEMPTING TO DO 
S TO GET INTO EVIDENCE THE OPINION OF THIRD PARTIES AS RELEVANT 
iGAINST THE GUILT OF MR. RODRIGUEZ, OFFICER RODRIGUEZ. IT 
lOESN’T FLY. IT DOESN’T EVEN FLOAT AND IT SHOULD NOT ROLL 
: ITHER. 

(BOARD CONFERS) 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: THE BOARD FEELS THAT ANYTHING THAT 
IAPPENED, ANYTHING THAT TRANSPIRED REGARDING THE DEPARTMENT AS A 
t'ESULT OF THE ACTIONS OF THE ACCUSED OFFICER WOULD HAVE A 
SEARING. WE FEEL THAT HIS ACTIONS, WHAT THEY RESULTED IN IS 
SIGNIFICANT AND EVEN IF IT’S JUST AN OPINION, WE’D LIKE TO KNOW 
’HE OPINION OF SOME PEOPLE, IN THE INSTANT CASE, THE OPINION OF 
'HE LEADERS OF THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY THAT THEY DID, IN FACT, 
SAVE A VESTED INTEREST IN THIS INVESTIGATION AND WHAT WAS THE 
(ESULT AND HOW — HOW DID THE DEPARTMENT COME OUT AS OPPOSED TO 
ANYBODY ELSE IN THIS MATTER. 

WHAT WAS THE RESULTING THOUGHTS OF THE MEMBERS OF 
’HE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY, PARTICULARLY THEIR LEADERS, TOWARDS 
’HE LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT IN REGARD TO THE ACTIVITIES 
JHICH WERE PRECIPITATED BY THE ACCUSED OFFICER. AND FOR THAT 











1 

3 

4 

3 

6 

-T 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

23 

24 

25 


107 


SEASON 7 WE OVERRULE THE OBJECTION BUT NOTE IT. 

PLEASE ANSWER. 

$Y SQT. CARTER: 

Q THANK YOU 7 MR. CHAIRMAN. OFFICER HERN — SERGEANT 

1ERNANDEZ , DURING THAT PRESS CONFERENCE ON APRIL 23RD, 19S5, BID 

'OU OBTAIN A COPY OF THE "FREEDOM JOURNAL” WHICH IS THE 
INDEPENDENT JOURNAL PUBLISHED BY THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY? 

A YES, SIR, 

Q DIRECTING YOUR ATTENTION TO THE APRIL-MAY 1985 

ISSUE OF THAT "FREEDOM JOURNAL,” IS THAT THE COPY YOU OBTAINED? 

A AT THE TIME OF THE PRESS CONFERENCE? 

0 YES. 

A YES, SIR. 

Q AND IN THAT "FREEDOM JOURNAL," IS THERE A REFERENCE 

TOWARDS THE LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT IN THERE? 

A YES, SIR. 

Q AND HOW WAS THE LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT 

REFERENCED IN THAT? 

MR. HORN: I HAVE A FURTHER OBJECTION THAT THE RELEVANCE 

DF — OF ANY OF THE MATERIALS SOUGHT ARE OUTWEIGHED BY THEIR 
PREJUDICIAL EFFECT, ONE, TWO, THAT THAT, THE INTRODUCTION OF 
rHIS PAPER AND OF OPINIONS OF THIRD PARTIES GO — WILL 
HEEDLESSLY EXPAND THIS HEARING INTO PERHAPS 19S9, IF WE HAVE TO 
ZALL ALL THE WRITERS FROM THE PAPER TO CONTROVERT ANY INFERENCE 
rHAT MIGHT BE RAISED BY THE PAPER ITSELF, IF WE HAVE TO CALL THE 
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BAD OF THE CHURCH IN ORDER TO EXPLAIN WHAT HE MEANT WHEN HE 
AID "STING OPERATION" AS OPPOSED TO WHAT OFFICER RODRIGUEZ 
HINKS THAT HE MEANT WHEN HE SAID IT. AND BASED ON THOSE 
EJECTIONS AND BASED ON THE FACT WE DO FEEL WE’RE REALLY GOING 


ROUND THE CORNER ON THIS ONE, WE’D ASK 


COURT TO LIMIT THE 


UESTIONS. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: IN THE INTEREST OF FINDING THE TRUTH 

AND INTEREST OF JUSTICE, IF THIS TRIAL BOARD HAS TO SIT TO THE 
■/EAR 2000 BECAUSE YOU HAVE WITNESSES TO CALL, WE WILL SIT UNTIL 
THE YEAR 2000,, ANSWER THE QUESTION. 

MR. HORNS COULD WE RECESS FOR LUNCH, THEN? IF WE 
MIGHT — IF WE’RE GOING TO 2,000, I DON’T THINK I’M GOING TO 
MAKE IT. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: WE WILL RECESS FOR LUNCH AFTER 
SERGEANT HERNANDEZ HAS FINISHED HIS TESTIMONY. 

THE WITNESS: YES, SIR. ON THE FRONT PAGE, COLUMN 2, I 

BELIEVE IT’S THE SECOND PARAGRAPH, REFERENCE’S MADE TO THE LOS 
ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT. 

BY 3GT. CARTER: 

Q AND IN WHAT WAY? 

A IF I MAY QUOTE. IT STATES: 

"THIS CONSPIRACY WAS BROUGHT TO LIGHT 
WHEN A PRIVATE INVESTIGATOR, WORKING UNDER THE 
SUPERVISION OF A CHURCH ATTORNEY, OBTAINED 
WRITTEN PERMISSION FROM THE LOS ANGELES POLICE 
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DEPARTMENT TO DOCUMENT CRIMINAL ACTIONS BEING 
PLANNED AGAINST THE CHURCH IN AN EFFORT TO 
QUOTE ’BRING IT TO ITS KNEES?’" END QUOTE. 

SGT, CARTER: THANK YOU? OFFICER. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: NOW? I HOPE YOU’RE NOT GOING TO ASK 
ERGEAN7 HERNANDEZ WHAT HIS OPINION OF THAT REMARK WAS. 

SGT. CARTER: I WOULDN’T DARE DO THAT, MR. CHAIRMAN. 

AT THIS TIME, MR. CHAIRMAN, THE DEPARTMENT WOULD 
.IKE TO INTRODUCE AS DEPARTMENT’S 13 A COPY OF THE APRIL-MAY 
985 "FREEDOM JOURNAL?" THE INDEPENDENT JOURNAL PUBLISHED BY THE 


:HURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY. 

MR. HORN: THERE WOULD BE OBJECTION BASED ON ALL GROUNDS 

STATED PREVIOUSLY. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: NOTED. ACCEPTED. 

(DEPARTMENT’S EXHIBIT 13 WAS MARKED 

FOR IDENTIFICATION AND RECEIVED IN EVIDENCE 

BY THE CHAIRMAN.) 

3Y SGT. CARTER: 

Q SERGEANT HERNANDEZ? DURING THE COURSE OF YOUR 

INVESTIGATION DID YOU OBTAIN A DECLARATION OF JOHN G. PETERSON? 

A I OBTAINED A COPY OF A DECLARATION APPARENTLY 

SIGNED BY MR. JOHN G. PETERSON. 

MR. HORN: I’M GOING TO OBJECT ON FOUNDATIONAL GROUNDS TO 

rHIS DOCUMENT. IF THERE IS NO VERIFICATION AS TO WHO PREPARED 
3ND SIGNED THAT DOCUMENT? IT GOES FAR BEYOND HEARSAY. IT GOES 
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’0 AUTHENTICATION OF THE PARTICULAR DOCUMENT IN TERMS OF WHO 
iCTUALLY PREPARED IT AND WHETHER IT IS SIGNED BY THE PERSON WHO 
S SET FORTH ON THE DOCUMENT. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY." GOOD POINT. WHO IS — 

SOT. CARTER: LET ME — I’LL STRIKE THE QUESTION FOR THE 

’ I ME. 

SY SGT. CARTER: 

Q SERGEANT HERNANDEZ , DURING THE COURSE OF YOUR 

INVESTIGATION, DID IT COME TO YOUR ATTENTION THAT THE CHURCH OF 
SCIENTOLOGY WAS INVOLVED IN A FEDERAL SUIT ENTITLED UNITED 
STATES OF AMERICA VERSUS RAUL ACOSTAS? 

A YES, SIR. 

Q AND DID YOU ALSO DISCOVER THAT DURING THE COURSE OF 

r HAT FEDERAL SUIT THAT A DONALD C. RANDALL OF — WHO IS AN 
ATTORNEY REPRESENTING THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY HAD INTRODUCED 
[NTO THAT TRIAL A DECLARATION OF JOHN G. PETERSON? 

A YES, SIR. 

MR. HORN: I’M GOING TO OBJECT AGAIN. THERE’S NO WAY 

rHAT A THIRD PARTY CAN AUTHENTICATE THE SIGNATURE UNLESS WE HAVE 
rHE FOUNDATION FOR THAT THIRD PARTY’S AUTHENTICATION. BECAUSE 
[F THAT’S THE CASE, WE WOULD NEVER KNOW WHO SIGNED THE 
3ECLARATI0N OF INDEPENDENCE, 

I MEAN, THERE ARE CERTAIN RULES AND LIMITATIONS AS 
ro WHO MAY EVEN, IN TRIBUNALS SUCH AS THIS, AUTHENTICATE CAT 
DOCUMENTS SO THAT THE PURPORTED SPEAKER IS REPRESENTED FAIRLY. 
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IN THIS PARTICULAR INSTANCE, TO RELY ON A BOOTSTRAP 
lOCTRINE, THAT IS, "I HEARD THAT SOMEBODY ELSE SAID THAT IT 
IIGHT HAVE BEEN THIS PERSON" IS TO GO AROUND THE RULE. 

SGT. CARTER: MR. CHAIRMAN, THIS IS BEING OFFERED. 

HJRING THE SCOPE AND COURSE OF SERGEANT HERNANDEZ’ 

INVESTIGATION, SOME INFORMATION CAME TO LIGHT AND HE WAS 
PROVIDED WITH A DOCUMENT AND THE DOCUMENT, I FEEL, IS RELEVANT 
'0 THIS PROCEEDING. 

MR. HORN: IT’S ONLY RELEVANT AND ONLY COULD BE RELEVANT 

IF IT’S SIGNED BY WHOEVER IS PURPORTED TO HAVE SIGNED IT AND NO 
r OIJNDATION BEING LAID FOR THAT, IT IS NOT RELEVANT. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: WHAT IS THE DOCUMENT? I MEAN, 

HASICALLY IT’S A DEPOSITION? 

THE WITNESS: IT’S A DECLARATION THAT ACCOMPANIED THE 

IHURCH’S OPPOSITION TO A GOVERNMENT MOTION. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: AND THIS FELLOW PETERSON IS? 

THE WITNESS: ACCORDING TO MY INFORMATION, MR. PETERSON 

[S AN ATTORNEY WHO HAS REPRESENTED THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY IN 
rHE PAST. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: OKAY. DO WE HAVE ANYBODY WHO COULD 

: 'ROVE OR DISPROVE WHO MR. PETERSON IS OR — 

MR. HORN: EXACTLY. WE’RE NOT THE ONES OFFERING IT. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: OR DISPROVE? I MEAN, I ASSUME YOU’RE 
r AMILIAR ENOUGH WITH THE CASE. ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH THE NAME 


:, ETERSON? 
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MR. HORN: I WILL ASK THE OFFICER A QUESTION. MAY I ASK 

FOUNDATIONAL QUEST ION? 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: YES. 

MR. HORN: TAKE A LOOK AT THE DOCUMENT? OFFICER 

ERNANDEZ. 

THE WITNESS: YES, SIR. 

MR. HORN: LOOK AT THE SIGNATURE. 

THE WITNESS: YES, SIR. 

MR. HORN: HAVE YOU EVER SEEN THE SIGNATURE OF JOHN 

•ETERSON PRIOR TO LOOKING AT THIS DOCUMENT AND EXCLUDING THIS 
lOCUMENT? 

THE WITNESS: THIS PARTICULAR SIGNATURE? 

MR. HORN: EXACTLY. 

THE WITNESS: NO? SIR. 

MR. HORN: HAVE YOU EVER WITNESSED A JOHN PETERSON 

5IGNING ANYTHING? 

THE WITNESS: NO? SIR. 

MR. HORN: CAN YOU IDENTIFY HIS HANDWRITING? 

THE WITNESS: NO, SIR, 

MR. HORN: ANYTHING FURTHER? 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: OKAY, NO. YOU DO NOT KNOW THAT. DID 

"HE PERSON WHO GAVE THIS TO YOU, DOES HE KNOW WHO JOHN PETERSON 

:s? 

THE WITNESS: YES, SIR. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: WOULD HE KNOW THE SIGNATURE IF HE SAW 
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T OR SHOULD HE BE REASONABLY EXPECTED To KNOW:-' 

THE WITNESS: I WOULD BE SPECULATING. I DID NOT GO INTO 

’HAT TYPE OF DISCUSSION WITH THE INDIVIDUAL. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: IT HAS BEEN BROUGHT UP THAT IT WOULD 

JEPEND ENTIRELY ON THE CIRCUMSTANCES, NOT ENTIRELY BUT TO SOME 
DEGREE, ON WHERE HE OBTAINED THIS. IF HE GOT IT FROM THE COURT 
:LERK AND IT WAS INTRODUCED AND ACCEPTED AS EVIDENCE, THEN OKAY. 
JHERE DID YOU GET THIS? 

THE WITNESS: I OBTAINED THIS DOCUMENT FROM A DEPUTY U.S. 

ATTORNEY. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: WHAT WERE THE CIRCUMSTANCES? 

THE WITNESS: WELL — 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: HOW DID HE GET IT? 

THE WITNESS: I RECEIVED A TELEPHONE CALL FROM A C.I.D. 

}GENT BY THE NAME OF LIPKIN WHO INDICATED TO ME THAT HE HAD 
DECEIVED INFORMATION THAT AN ATTORNEY FOR THE CHURCH OF 
SCIENTOLOGY WAS CLAIMING THAT THE INGRAM INVESTIGATION WAS 
ANCTIONED BY THE LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT. THAT RAISED 
XTREME CONCERNS ON THE FART OF I.R.S. AMD I NATURALLY HAD NO 
INFORMATION TO THIS EFFECT AND I ASKED HIM, "WHERE DID YOU GET 
rHE INFORMATION?" 

HE INDICATED TO ME HE HAD RECEIVED DIRECT 
NOTIFICATION FROM A PARTICULAR U.S. ATTORNEY WHOM I CONTACTED. 
WD HE, IN FACT, INVITED ME TO COME OVER AND DISCUSS THE CASE 
NITH HIM AND THEN HE PRODUCED THE DOCUMENT THAT IS IN FRONT OF 
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E. THIS DOCUMENT WAS PART OF AN OPPOSITION TO A MOTION THAT 
HIS ATTORNEY HAS PREPARED ON BEHALF OF THE GOVERNMENT. 

IN THIS DECLARATION 7 MR. PETERSON ALSO ASSERTED 
HAT THE ACTIONS OF MR. INGRAM WERE SANCTIONED BY — IT WAS A 
OLICE-SANCTIONED OPERATION. 

MR. HORN: I’M GOING TO OBJECT TO WHAT IS CONTAINED IN 

HE DOCUMENT. I DON’T MIND TRYING TO FLESH OUT THE 
UTHENTICITY? BUT THE DOCUMENTS SPEAKS FOR ITSELF? IF IT SPEAKS 
T ALL. AND I THINK AT THIS POINT WE SHOULDN’T HEAR FROM IT 
ECAUSE IT HAS NOT BEEN PROPERLY AUTHENTICATED. 

(BOARD CONFERS) 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: OBJECTION IS SUSTAINED. WE DON’T FEEL 
S THOUGH THE DOCUMENT OR WHERE IT CAME FROM HAS BEEN PROVED. 

SGT. CARTERS YES, MR. CHAIRMAN. 

:Y SGT. CARTER: 

Q SERGEANT HERNANDEZ? ON FRIDAY? WE HEARD — LAST - 

THINK LAST FRIDAY? OCTOBER 4TH, WE HEARD TESTIMONY FROM THE 
IEFENSE WITNESS NAMED MR. COOLEY AND HE TESTIFIED THAT — PART 
»F HIS TESTIMONY WAS THAT MR. EUGENE INGRAM HAD BEEN FOUND NOT 
iUILTY OF ALL THE CHARGES AGAINST HIM AT A DEPARTMENT BOARD OF 
tIGHTS AND THEN HAD BEEN FIRED. IS THAT STATEMENT BY 
1R. COOLEY — 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: I OBJECT. 

MR. HORN: I DON’T RECALL THAT. 


SGT. HERNANDEZ: 


HE DID NOT SAY THAT. 

















i 

3 

4 

cr 

j 

6 

•7 

8 

9 

10 

1 1 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

24 

•~i cr 

j 


115 


MR. HORN: I THINK THAT’S A MISSTATEMENT OF THE RECORD 

ND I THINK IT’S EASILY CLEARED UP BY HAVING THE REPORTER GO 
ACK AND FIND THAT. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: WE COULD DO THAT. I SEEM TO RECALL 
SEARING THE SAME THING. 

SGT. CARTER: HE DID STATE THAT AND WE CAN READ IT BACK 

’ROM THE RECORD. 

MR. HORN: I’D LIKE TO SEE THAT BECAUSE THAT’S NOT — 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: ALL CRIMINAL CHARGES. 

MR. HORN: CRIMINAL CHARGES IS WHAT I HEARD. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: OKAY. 

MR. HORN: AND I HEARD NOTHING — 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: YOU MAY BE RIGHT. 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: I THINK IT’S CRIMINAL CHARGES, THAT’S 

JHAT THE MAN SAID. 

SGT. CARTER: WELL, COULD WE HAVE THE REPORTER CHECK, 

BECAUSE I THINK IT’S PERTINENT. AS I UNDERSTAND HIS TESTIMONY. 
"HE TESTIMONY WAS IN ERROR. 

MR. HORN: HOW CAN HE IMPEACH COOLEY THROUGH THIS 
WITNESS? WE WERE ALL HERE WHEN THIS WENT ON. AND WHAT’S THE 
RELEVANCE OF SERGEANT HERNANDEZ TESTIFYING THAT COOLEY’S 
STATEMENT WAS IN ERROR? THE ADVOCATE IS PREPARED, I’M SURE, TO 
}R6UE IT BECAUSE THEY DO HAVE A PACKAGE ON GENE INGRAM AND I 
DON’T SEE THE POINT. 

SGT. CARTER: MR. CHAIRMAN, I’LL WITHDRAW THE QUESTION. 
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CAPTAIN DOCHERTY l YEAH. I MEAN IT’S — 

SQT. CARTER: I’LL WITHDRAW IT. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: I THINK IT’S OBVIOUS THAT NOBODY WAS 

IRED WITHOUT BEING FOUND GUILTY OF SOMETHING, SO THE QUESTION 
AS BEEN WITHDRAWN. 

SGT. CARTER: I HAVE NO FURTHER QUESTIONS. THANK YOU, 

IR. 


CROSS-EXAMINAT ION 


Y MR. HORN: 


SERGEANT HERNANDEZ, YOU ARE AN EXPERIENCED 


"VEST I GATOR. 

A ARE YOU ASKING FOR MY OPINION? 

Q YES. 

A I DON’T THINK THAT I AM. 

Q YOU DON’T THINK YOU ARE AN EXPERIENCED 


A NOT A PERSONNEL COMPLAINT INVESTIGATOR. 

Q YOU ARE A DETECTIVE? 

A NO, SIR. 

Q YOU ARE A POLICE OFFICER? 

A YES, SIR. 

Q A P-III? 

A SERGEANT. 

Q YOU’RE GOING FOR LIEUTENANT? 
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Q 


A YES 7 SIR, 

YOU PASSED THE WRITTEN? RIGHT? 

YES 7 SIRn 

YOU’VE BEEN INVOLVED IN INVESTIGATIONS AND 
INTERROGATING PEOPLE? 

A YES 7 SIR, 

Q YOU INTERROGATED MR» RODRIGUEZ? 

A YES, I DID. 

Q DID HE APPEAR TO YOU AS TO BE FORTHRIGHT IN HIS 

ANSWERS TO HIS QUESTIONS? 

A YES, HE DID. 

MR. HORN: I HAVE NOTHING FURTHER. 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: MAY I RESERVE THE RIGHT TO RECALL HIM 

rHIS AFTERNOON FOR THE DEPARTMENT DEFENSE? 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: HE’S THE INVESTIGATOR, SO HE’S GOING 

rO BE HERE ANYWAY. 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: I’D LIKE TO RESERVE THAT RIGHT. 

CAF'TAIN DOCHERTY: OK AY. 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: THANK YOU. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: SERGEANT HERNANDEZ, THANK YOU VERY 

1UCH. SERGEANT HERNANDEZ — 

THE WITNESS: THANK YOU, SIR. 

MR. HORN: I THINK WE CALLED THIS SERGEANT HERNANDEZ 

SERGEANT MARTINEZ. M 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: — HAS RESERVED THE RIGHT TO CALL YOU 
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*S A DEFENSE WITNESS AFTER LUNCH. 

THE WITNESS: HAS THE CHAIRMAN GRANTED THAT RIGHT? 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: YES. 

ANYTHING FURTHER? 

SGT» CARTER: NO* I HAVE NOTHING FURTHER. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: THANK YOU, SERGEANT. THE BOARD WILL 

low GO TO LUNCH. AND DO YOU WANT THE DEPARTMENT TO REST FIRST 
>R DO YOU WANT TO WAIT TILL AFTER LUNCH? 


SGT. carter: just — 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: WHY DON’T YOU WAIT TILL AFTER LUNCH. 

MR. HORN: I HAVE A POINT OF INQUIRY. TO MY KNOWLEDGE, 

IS IS THE LAST DEPARTMENT WITNESS AND I WAS WONDERING WHETHER 
E DEPARTMENT IS GOING TO REST? 


CAPTAIN 


“O REST. 


THEY 


•iERNANDEZ BACK 


DOCHERTY: I THINK THEY’LL WAIT TILL AFTER LUNCH 

ALSO WANT TO RESERVE THE RIGHT TO CALL SERGEANT 
HOW MUCH TIME DO YOU NEED? DIDN’T YOU HAVE A 


JITNESS TO BRING IN? 

MR. HORN: YES, WE DO. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: HOW MUCH TIME DO YOU NEED? 

MR. HORN: I DON’T THINK WE’LL NEED THAT MUCH TIME 

BECAUSE WE’LL TRY TO UTILIZE THE LUNCH HOUR FOR THAT» PERHAPS 
*N HOUR AND A HALF. 1:30? WE ARE USED TO BANKER’S HOURS IN MY 


“RADE. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: I WAS GOING TO SAY 45 MINUTES AND YOU 

:OME UP WITH AN HOUR AND A HALF. HOW ABOUT 1:15? 
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MR. HORN: THAT'S GOOD. 

(LUNCH RECESS) 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: LET THE RECORD REFLECT THAT THE BOARD 

MAS RECONVENED. 

SGT, CARTER: MR. CHAIRMAN, I BELIEVE WE’RE AT THE POINT 
4HERE I WAS — IT WAS MY OPPORTUNITY TO ASK SERGEANT HERNANDEZ 
ANY FURTHER QUESTIONS AS — AND I HAVE NO FURTHER QUESTIONS FOR 
SERGEANT HERNANDEZ. 

MR. HORN: I HAVE NOTHING FURTHER AT THIS TIME. 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: I HAVE NOTHING FURTHER AT THIS TIME, BUT 

I STILL RESERVE THE RIGHT TO CALLING HIM AS A DEFENSE WITNESS AT 
A LATER TIME. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: THANK YOU, SERGEANT HERNANDEZ. 

SGT. CARTER: THANK YOU, SERGEANT HERNANDEZ. 

MR. CHAIRMAN, AT THIS TIME THE DEPARTMENT RESTS. 

MR. HORN: THANK YOU, MR. CHAIRMAN. AT THIS TIME I WOULD 

.IKE TO EXERCISE OUR RIGHT TO MAKE AN OPENING STATEMENT. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: OH, OKAY. 

MR. HORN: MR. CHAIRMAN, MEMBERS OF THE BOARD, MY OPENING 
IS BRIEF IN THAT FEW, IF ANY, OF THE MATERIAL FACTS ARE IN REAL 
DISPUTE IN THIS PROCEEDING. 

BEFORE I OUTLINE OUR CASE, I’D LIKE TO PREFACE WITH 
rHESE THOUGHTS: SOMETIMES TRUTH, LIKE BEAUTY, IS IN THE EYES OF 
FHE BEHOLDER. HISTORY TEACHES US, IF WE ALLOW IT, THAT ONE 
MAN’S DIVINE TRUTH IS ANOTHER’S BLASPHEMY OR SACRILEGE, THAT’S 
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aJHY THERE ARE CATHOLICS AND PROTESTANTS ON THE PLANET, NOT TO 
IENTION JEWS, MUSLIMS AND AN OCCASIONAL SCIENTOLOGIST THROWN IN 
-OR GOOD MEASURE. 

BUT ONE TRUTH I TRUST EACH OF US WILL CONCUR IN 
AFTER THE PRESENTATION OF ALL THE EVIDENCE IN THIS HEARING IS 
THAT REASONABLE MEN MAY DIFFER IN THEIR INTERPRETATION OF THE 
WRITTEN WORD. 

TOWARD THAT END, THE DEFENSE WILL PRESENT "DEUS EX 
1ACHINA," IF YOU PLEASE, CLYDE WIDRIG, DETECTIVE III OF THE LOS 
ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT« WHILE THE CHIEF OF POLICE MAY SPEAK 

HE LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT’S MANUAL, 

4IDRIS’S EXPLICATION OF THE WRITTEN WORD AS TO THE PERTINENT 
iANUAL SECTIONS, THAT’S SECTIONS, 3/568 ET SEQ., IS BOTH 
DEFINITIVE AND DETERMINATIVE OF THE KEY ISSUES BEFORE THIS 
TRIBUNAL FOR HE IS THE DEPARTMENT’S VERY OWN EXPERT WHO TEACHES, 
INTERPRETS, TRANSLATES AND TRANSMITS THE MANUAL TO THE POLICE 
-ORCE THROUGH HIS COURSE ON ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE AND WHO, AS 
A MEMBER OF THE AD HOC COMMITTEE, HELPED FORMULATE SPECIAL ORDER 
NUMBER 35 WHICH IS THE GENEALOGICAL PREDECESSOR OF THE SECTIONS 
IN QUESTION. 

WIDRIG WILL TESTIFY THAT THE MANUAL DOES NOT AND 
4AS NEVER INTENDED TO APPLY TO THE ACTS OF THIRD PARTIES USING 
iHEIR OWN SURVEILLANCE EQUIPMENT AND GIVES NO GUIDANCE 
WHATSOEVER TO LOS ANGELES POLICE OFFICERS IN THAT REGARD. 

WILL TESTIFY THAT A CITIZEN IS AUTHORIZED BY 
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;0DE TO SURVEILL SURREPTITIOUSLY UNDER GIVEN CIRCUMSTANCES AND 
HAT WHEN AN OFFICER AUTHORIZES A THIRD PARTY TO SURREPTITIOUSLY 
IURVEILL UNDER THOSE CIRCUMSTANCES, HE DOES NO MORE THAN 
AUTHORIZE A LEGAL ACT NOT GOVERNED BY THE MANUAL. 

IN SHORT, THE EVIDENCE WILL CONCLUSIVELY SHOW 
iFFICER RODRIGUEZ VIOLATED NEITHER STATE STATUTE NOR 
DEPARTMENTAL POLICY AS DEFINED IN THE MANUAL. 

THUS, WHILE REASONABLE MEN MAY DIFFER AS TO THE 
JRITTEN WORD, NO REASONABLE MAN COULD CONCLUDE THAT OFFICER 
iODRIGUEZ WILLFULLY OR NEGLIGENTLY VIOLATED THE MANUAL AS TAUGHT 
SY THE DEPARTMENT. 

AND WITH THAT, WE WOULD LIKE TO CALL DETECTIVE 
JIDRIG. THE WITNESS HASN’T BEEN SWORN, MR. CHAIRMAN. 


CLYDE ROBERT WIPRIG , 

PRODUCED AS A WITNESS BY AND ON BEHALF OF THE DEFENSE, AND BEING 
r IRST DULY SWORN BY THE CHAIRMAN, WAS EXAMINED AND TESTIFIED AS 

-ollows: 

THE WITNESS: I DO. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: WOULD YOU PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, 

ASSIGNMENT AND SPELL YOUR LAST NAME FOR THE REPORTER. 

THE WITNESS: CLYDE ROBERT WIDRIS, W-I-D-R-I-G, DETECTIVE 

III ASSIGNED TO SCIENTIFIC INVESTIGATION DIVISION, OFFICER IN 
DHARGE OF ELECTRONIC SECTION. 

MR. HORN: MAY I PROCEED, MR. CHAIRMAN? 
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2 A PTAIN D0CHERTY ; 


Y fc. 


DIRECT EXAMINATION 

|BY MR, HORN: 

9 DETECTIVE WIDE IQ, DO YOU HAVE ANY SPECIAL 

iDUCATION, TRAINING OR EXPERIENCE IN THE FIELD OF ELECTRONIC 
SURVEILLANCE? 

A ' 

Q WOULD YOU RELATE TO THE BOARD YOUR EXPERIENCE IN 

frHAT FIELD? 

A I HAVE HANDLED ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE FOR LOS 

ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT FOR THE LAST 15 YEARS, BOTH ASSIGNED 
rO SCIENTIFIC INVESTIGATION DIVISION AND NARCOTICS DIVISION, 
INSTRUCTOR IN THAT FIELD AT THE POLICE ACADEMY, ALSO PERFORMED 
THE SAME FUNCTION FOR THE MILITARY PRIOR TO THE DEPARTMENT. 

Q HAVE YOU QUALIFIED AS AN EXPERT IN COURT IN THE 

|AREA OF ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE? 

A YES, I HAVE. 

Q HAD YOU PARTICIPATED IN THE FORMULATION OF RULE, 

SPECIAL ORDER 35 IN REGARD TO ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE? 

A YES, I DID. 

MR. HORN: I’D LIKE AN EXHIBIT MARKED AS DEFENDANT’S NEXT 

IN ORDER. IT’S SPECIAL ORDER NUMBER 35. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: IT WILL BE D. 

(DEFENSE’S EXHIBIT D WAS MARKED 







12: 


FOR IDENTIFICATION BY THE CHAIRMAN.) 

|BY MR. HORN: 

O DETECTIVE, I ASK YOU TO LOOK AT THAT PARTICULAR 

DOCUMENT 7 DEFENDANT’S D FOR IDENTIFICATION, AND ASK YOU WHETHER 


THA' 


IS THE SPECIAL ORDER IN QUESTION? 


A YES, IT IS. 

Q AT THE TIME THAT THIS SPECIAL ORDER WAS BEING 

CONSIDERED AMD SUBSEQUENT TO THEN, WAS THERE AM AD HOC COMMITTEE 
-ORMED IN ORDER TO FORMULATE POLICY FOR THE POLICE DEPARTMENT IN 
TERMS OF AN ADDITION TO THE MANUAL? 

A YES, THERE WAS. 

Q WAS THIS SPECIAL ORDER THE PREDECESSOR OF MANUAL 

[SECTIONS 563 — 3/563 ET SEQ.? 

A YES. 

Q WERE THERE CERTAIN RECOMMENDATIONS WITHIN THE 

[SPECIAL ORDER — STRIKE THAT, WITHIN THE AD HOC COMMITTEE WHICH 

4ERE NOT CARRIED THROUGH IN THE MANUAL SECTIONS? 

A YES, THERE ARE. 

Q WOULD YOU RELATE TO THE BOARD WHAT THOSE PARTICULAR 

RECOMMENDATIONS WERE AND THEIR IMPORT AS YOU SAW IT? 

A REGARDING THE REVISIONS TO SPECIAL ORDER 35 WHICH 

HAS NOT BEEN PUBLISHED AT THIS TIME, PRIMARILY COVERAGE WAS OF 
PERSONALLY—OWNED TAPERECORDERS, OFFICERS’ USE OF THOSE DEVICES 
=)ND ALSO, I BELIEVE, TRAINING IN THE AREA OF SWORN PERSONNEL OF 
THE DEPARTMENT WAS CHANGED. ORIGINALLY IT WAS ALL SWORN MEMBERS 
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:>F THE DEPARTMENT BELOW THE RANK OF STAFF OFFICER AND IT WAS 

"HANGED TO SPECIALISED SCHOOLS- 


W DID YOU TAKE A POSITION ON THE RECOMMENDATION AS 

4 

r AR AS TRAINING FOR ALL OFFICERS? 


H leu? 1 Ui D.» 

6 

■~s 

B 

S WHAT WAS YOUR POSITION? 

A THAT ALL OFFICERS BELOW THE RANK OF STAFF SHOULD 

HAVE A SEGMENT OF ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE WITHIN PARTICULAR 

9 

-CURSES AT THE ACADEMY- 

10 

Q WHY DID YOU TAKE THAT POSITION? 

1 1 

A I FELT THAT IT WAS NECESSARY THAT OFFICERS OF ALL 

12 

RANK BE FAMILIAR WITH USE OF EQUIPMENT ON THE DEPARTMENT, 

13 

BUIDELINES THAT WE WORK UNDER AND PENAL CODE SECTIONS WHICH 

14 i 

RESTRICT THE USE OF THIS TYPE OF EQUIPMENT. 

15 

Q WAS YOUR POSITION ADOPTED OR REJECTED AS FAR AS THE 

16 

JLTIMATE LANGUAGE WITHIN THE SECTION? 

17 

A THE MAJORITY OF THE SCHOOLS WHICH I RECOMMENDED 

18 

THAT WE INSTRUCT AT WERE IMPLEMENTED AS PART OF THE SPECIAL 

19 

ORDER. I BELIEVE THE ONLY INDIVIDUAL CLASSES WHICH WERE LEFT 

20 

OUT OF THE FINAL DRAFT OF 35 AND SUBSEQUENTLY THE MANUAL SECTION 

21 

IS RECRUITS AND IN-SERVICE CLASSES. 

22 

Q WOULD IN-SERVICE CLASSES INCLUDE, LET’S SAY, A 

=■-1 I ? 

24 

A YES, IF HE’S SCHEDULED FOR THOSE SCHOOLS. 

•—i er 

Q IS THERE ANYONE THAT KNOWS ANYMORE ABOUT MANUAL 
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SECTION 3/568 ET SEQ. THAN YOU DO AS IT PERTAINS TO ELECTRONIC 
SURVEILLANCE — 

SOT. CARTER» I OBJECT , MR. CHAIRMAN. 

*Y MR. HORN: 

Q — TO YOUR KNOWLEDGE? 

A NOT TO MY KNOWLEDGE. 

Q SO REALLY, YOU ARE THE DEPARTMENT’S EXPERT, ARE YOU 

40T, IN THIS FIELD? 


0 ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH THE STATE STATUTES GOVERNING 

4IRETAPPING AND EXCLUSIONS THAT ARE CONTAINED WITHIN THE 
STATUTES? 

A YES, I AM. 

Q IN PARTICULAR, I REFERENCE 631, 632, 633 AND 633.5 

)F THE PENAL CODE. 

A YES, I AM. 

0 YOU’RE FAMILIAR WITH THOSE SECTIONS? 

A YES, I AM. 

Q YOU ARE FAMILIAR INTIMATELY WITH SECTION 3/568 

T SEQ. OF THE LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT’S MANUAL? 

A YES. 

0 I’M GOING TO SHOW YOU THREE EXHIBITS; DEPARTMENT’S 

— EXCUSE ME, DEPARTMENT’S 8, 9 AND 10. YOU DO HAVE THE 

.ITTLE STICKERS ON THEM 1, 2 AND 3, BUT I ASK YOU TO LOOK AT 
FHESE PARTICULAR AUTHORIZATIONS. HAVE YOU SEEN AUTHORIZATIONS 
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.IKE THIS PRIOR TO TODAY? 


H 


I WAS SHOWN ONE OF THESE DOCUMENTS BY SERGEANT 


-iERNANDEZ * 

Q ASSUME FOR A MOMENT THAT A POLICE OFFICER IS 

INFORMED THAT AN ATTEMPTED EXTORTION IS ABOUT TO TAKE PLACE, 

A I’M SORRY 7 REPEAT THAT, 

Q A POLICE OFFICER IS INFORMED BY A THIRD PARTY, 

PRIVATE CITIZEN, THAT AN ATTEMPTED EXTORTION OR AN EXTORTION IS 
iBOUT TO TAKE PLACE OR, FOR THAT MATTER, A CONSPIRACY TO EXTORT, 
iND ASSUME FOR A MOMENT THAT THE POLICE OFFICER SIGNS A DOCUMENT 
SIMILAR, IF NOT IDENTICAL, TO THE THREE DOCUMENTS IN FRONT OF 
'OU- 

IS THERE ANY SECTION OF THE LOS ANGELES POLICE 
DEPARTMENT MANUAL THAT PROHIBITS THE OFFICER FROM AUTHORIZING 
"HIS THIRD PARTY FROM DOING THIS? 

A NOT TO MY KNOWLEDGE - 

Q IS THERE ANY SECTION OF THE STATE LAW THAT WOULD 

PROHIBIT A POLICE OFFICER FROM GIVING SUCH AN AUTHORIZATION? 

A NOT TO MY KNOWLEDGE, THERE’S NO SECTION. 

Q WAS AT ANY TIME THE MANUAL SECTIONS WE’VE TALKED 

^BOUT, 568 ET SEQ., THAT’S 3/568 ET SEQ., WERE THOSE SECTIONS 
VER INTENDED TO COVER THIRD PARTY INTERCEPTIONS OR RECORDING OF 
CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATIONS, ASIDE FROM POLICE OFFICERS USING 
:, 0LICE DEPARTMENT EQUIPMENT OR THEIR OWN? 
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9 IF I CAN BE A LITTLE MORE DESCRIPTIVE IN THIS; 

MOULD YOU SAY THAT THIRD PARTIES AND THEIR ABILITY TO RECORD IS 
<IND OF A CRACK IN THE MANUAL REGULATIONS AND STATE LAW THAT HAS 
MOT BEEN FILLED BY THE DEPARTMENT? 

A WELL i IT’S COVERED IN THE PENAL CODE WHICH IS THE 

BTATE LAW. TO MY KNOWLEDGE, IT’S NOT COVERED BY THE MANUAL. 

Q OKAY. ASSUME THAT AN OFFICER HAD SIGNED SUCH AN 


AUTHORIZATION WHIC 


"'ll T C? 


BEFORE YOU BELIEVING THAT THE CRIME OF 


EXTORTION IS GOING TO TAKE PLACE« IS HE IN VIOLATION OF STATE 
-AW? 


A NOT TO MY KNOWLEDGE. 

MR. HORN: I HAVE NO FURTHER QUESTIONS AT THIS TIME- 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: SERGEANT CARTER? 


CROSS-EXAMINATION 

BY SGT„ CARTER: 

Q DETECTIVE WIBRI6, YOU INDICATED THAT YOU* VE READ 

THESE DOCUMENTS BEFORE AND YOU HAVE THEM IN FRONT OF YOU. NOW, 
IS THERE ANY INDICATION IN THESE LETTERS THAT THE CRIME OF 
[XTORTION IS INDIGATED? 

MR, HORN: THE DOCUMENT SPEAKS FOR ITSELF, THAT’S THE 

BEST EVIDENCE RULE, 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: OKAY. YOU CAN ANSWER THE QUESTION. 

THE WITNESS: THE CRIME OF EXTORTION, NO. 

BY SGT, CARTER: 
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Q IF AN OFFICER MADE THIS AUTHORIZATION WITHOUT 

NOWLEDBE OF ONE OF THE ENUMERATED CRIMES IN 633.5 P.C. WHICH 
IAS SPECIFIC ENUMERATED CRIMES ALLOWING CERTAIN PARTIES TO DO 
lERTAIN THINGS? DO YOU BELIEVE THAT HE WOULD BE IN VIOLATION OF 
'HE MANUAL — DEPARTMENT MANUAL SECTION IN DEALING WITH THE 
AUTHORIZATION OF ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE EQUIPMENT? 

A AS I SEE THE DEPARTMENT MANUAL SECTIONS ON 

[LECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE, THEY DO NOT PERTAIN TO AUTHORIZATION 
■OR PRIVATE CITIZENS IN THIS AREA REGARDING A CRIME OF — A 
‘I OL AT ION OF A CRIME IN 633.5 = 

Q IF HE? THIS SAME OFFICER? DID THIS AUTHORIZATION 

JNDER THE GUISE OF 633 OF THE PENAL CODE? WOULD HE BE IN 
VIOLATION? 

A THERE’S A POSSIBILITY HE COULD BE IN VIOLATION OF 

>33? IF EITHER DEPARTMENT EQUIPMENT IS USED OR THE VICTIM OR THE 
INDIVIDUAL PERFORMING THE INSTALLATION OR PERFORMING THE 
INTERCEPTION IS ACTING AS THE OFFICER’S AGENT VERSUS ACTING AS A 
PRIVATE VICTIM OF THE CRIME AND THE VIOLATION. 

Q IF IN THIS SITUATION BEFORE US TODAY, SINCE YOU 

1AVE SOME KNOWLEDGE AND HAVE READ THESE LETTERS? IF AN OFFICER 
>UCH-AS OFFICER RODRIGUEZ AUTHORIZED A THIRD PARTY TO CONDUCT? 
JHICH THE THIRD PARTY WAS NOT A VICTIM OF THIS ALLEGED CRIME? 

JUT WAS ACTING AS AN EMPLOYEE OF ANOTHER ORGANIZATION? WOULDN’T 
"HAT PERSON BE ACTING AS OFFICER RODRIGUEZ’ AGENT? 

MR. HORNS I’M GOING TO OBJECT TO THAT. THAT CALLS FOR A 
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-EGAL CONCLUSION AND THERE’S BEEN NO EXPERTISE ESTABLISHED ON 
rHE PART OF THIS OFFICER IN REGARD TO THIS — HIS LEGAL 
BACKGROUND. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: YOU ESTABLISHED THE DETECTIVE’S 
EXPERTISE IN THE SECTIONS INVOLVED. 

HR. HORN: NO QUESTION? BUT 633 DOES NOT MENTION AGENCY 
MOR DO THE MANUAL SECTIONS. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: I DO BELIEVE IT DOES. “ANY PERSON 

ACTING PURSUANT TO THE DIRECTION OF ONE OF THE ABOVE-NAMED LAW 
ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS? ACTING WITHIN THE SCOPE OF HIS AUTHORITY 
•ROM OVERHEARING OR RECORDING COMMUNICATION?" WHICH MAKES THAT 
EPSON AN AGENT. 

MR. HORN: THAT TAKES A LEGAL DEFINITION. THAT’S YOUR 

INTERPRETATION OF THE SECTION? BUT I BEG TO DIFFER WITH THE 
:OURT’S INTERPRETATION. UNLESS WE GET SOME EVIDENCE IN THAT 
REGARD? I DON’T THINK THE COURT CAN SUPPLY IT OR TAKE JUDICIAL 
MOTICE OF IT. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: I WILL GO OUT ON A LIMB. 

MR. HORN: SAY IT AGAIN. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: I WILL GO OUT ON A LIMB. PLEASE 

ANSWER THE QUESTION. 

THE WITNESS: IF AN INDIVIDUAL IS ACTING AS AN OFFICER’S 

AGENT? THEN THE PARTICULAR SECTIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT MANUAL 
:OVER THE INVESTIGATING OFFICER’S RESPONSIBILITY REGARDING 
AUTHORIZATION AND APPROVALS FOR ALL ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE. 
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SGT» CARTER: THANK YOU. 

BY SGTu CARTER: 

Q WHEN THE DEFENSE SAYS OR INDICATES THAT THERE 

APPEARS TO BE A CRACK IN BETWEEN OUR MANUAL SECTION AND THE 
: ‘ENAL CODE, IF OUR OFFICERS CANNOT AUTHORIZE ONE ANOTHER — 

_ET 1 S SAY POLICE OFFICER II JONES AUTHORIZING POLICE OFFICER III 
SMITH TO USE OR CONDUCT SURREPTITIOUS ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE, 
HOW CAN — AND I’M ASKING THIS FOR SOME CLARIFICATION FOR MY 
-ART — HOW CAN THAT SAME OFFICER AUTHORIZE HIS NEIGHBOR OR HIS 
:OUSIN OR A PRIVATE INVESTIGATOR TO DO THE SAME THING? 

A A POLICE OFFICER CANNOT GIVE THAT RIGHT TO A 

PRIVATE CITIZEN. THAT PARTICULAR RIGHT IS GIVEN TO A CITIZEN OR 
FHE VICTIM OF THE CRIME IN 633.5 BY THE PENAL CODE. IT CANNOT 
BE GIVEN BY LAW ENFORCEMENT OR TAKEN AWAY BY LAW ENFORCEMENT. 
CHAT IS A RIGHT THAT THAT INDIVIDUAL POSSESSES. 

SGT. CARTER: THANK YOU, OFFICER. I HAVE NO FURTHER 
QUESTIONS. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: REDIRECT? 

MR. HORN: ONE QUEST ION. 


REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. HORN: 

Q SO IF A POLICE OFFICER WERE TO GIVE A THIRD PARTY 

AUTHORIZATION TO CONDUCT A SURVEILLANCE, HE WOULD BE GIVING THAT 
EPSON NOTHING THAT HE ALREADY DIDN’T HAVE, CORRECT? 
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U 


I THINK I FOLLOWED THAT. 

I DON’T KNOW IF I DID. LET ME REPHRASE THE 


QUESTION- 


A 


D 


IF A POLICE OFFICER PURPORTED TO AUTHORIZE SUCH AN 
ACTION, HE WOULD BE GIVING THE CITIZEN NOTHING? 

RIGHT, A RIGHT THE CITIZEN ALREADY POSSESSES. 

SO AT THAT POINT THE CITIZEN HAS EXACTLY WHAT HE 
IAS BEFORE AND THE POLICE OFFICER HAS GIVEN HIM NOTHINGS NO 
AUTHORITY, NO AGENCY OR ANYTHING ELSE, CORRECT? 

A CORRECT 3 

MR. HORN: I HAVE NOTHING FURTHER. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: WHAT ABOUT 633? NOT 633.5, BUT 633? 

THE WITNESS: 633 IS AN EXCEPTION FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT 

4HICH ALLOWS A LAW ENFORCEMENT WITHIN THE STATE TO 
3URREPTITIOUSLY MONITOR, RECORD, INTERCEPT CONVERSATIONS. IT 
3IVES THE PEACE OFFICER THE RIGHT TO CONDUCT THESE ELECTRONIC 
[NVESTIGATIONS, ALSO, AN AGENT OF THE POLICE OFFICER SUCH AS AN 
[INFORMANT. THIS PARTICULAR ONE—PARTY PERMISSION CAN BE PASSED 
>N TO THE INFORMANT OF THE OFFICER. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: ISN’T AN INFORMANT A THIRD PARTY? YOU 

EXPLAINED THIRD PARTY AND BEFORE ABOUT A POLICE GIVING AN 
INFORMANT — 

THE WITNESS: AN INFORMANT COULD BE CONSIDERED A THIRD 
: *ARTY IN THAT HE IS NOT LAW ENFORCEMENT OR A SUSPECT. HE IS 
ANOTHER ENTITY WITHIN THE INVESTIGATION CONVERSATION. 
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CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: 


AS A THIRD PARTY? 

THE witness: UH—HUH« 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: YOU STATED BEFORE AS AN EXPERT ON THIS 

ARTICULAR SUBJECT THAT THE DEPARTMENT MANUAL DOES NOT COVER 
"HIRD PARTIES. WOULD YOU LIKE TO RECANT YOUR LAST STATEMENT AND 
aIVE ME ANOTHER ANSWER? 

MR a HORN: I’M GOING TO OBJECT TO THE FORM OF THE 

QUESTION» 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: YOU CAN’T OBJECT ? BUT THANKS ANYWAY- 

ANSWER THE QUESTION. 

THE WITNESS: IT DOES NOT GIVE GUIDELINES OR STATE 

PARTICULARS REGARDING THIS ONE—PARTY PERMISSION OR THIS LEGAL 
SURVEILLANCE BY LAW ENFORCEMENT BEING PASSED ON TO OTHER 
PARTIES. IT DOES NOT COVER OFFICERS PASSING THIS PARTICULAR ONE 
PARTY ON TO OTHER INDIVIDUALS. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: DOES THE MANUAL SECTION 3/568.057 

fHAT’S SURVEILLANCE EQUIPMENT DEFINED AND 3/563,077 GRANTING 
AUTHORIZATION, AND THAT STATES: 

“AUTHORIZATION SHALL BE GRANTED ONLY BY A 

COMMANDING OFFICER OR THE RANK OF CAPTAIN OR ABOVE. 

“ALL AUTHORIZATION SHALL BE GRANTED ONLY FOR THE 
PURPOSE OF LENGTH OF TIME SPECIFIED IN THE AUTHORIZATION TO USE 
RESTRICTED ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE (SIC)." 

NOW 7 ARE YOU TELLING ME THAT THIS GRANTING OF 
AUTHORIZATION ONLY DEALS WITH AN OFFICER WHO IS TO BE WIRED 
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30IMG IN ON AM INVESTIGATION AND DOES MOT PERTAIN TO AM 
[NFORMANT WHO IS GOING TO BE WIRED TO GO INTO — 

THE WITNESS: NO, I’M NOT SAYING THAT. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: SO THIRD PARTIES ARE, IN FACT, COVERED 
3Y THE SECTION? 

““HE WITNESS: ANY LAW ENFORCEMENT INVESTIGATION WHERE LAW 

ENFORCEMENT EQUIPMENT OR EQUIPMENT OWNED BY THE DEPARTMENT, WHEN 
IT IS USED ON ONE OF OUR INVESTIGATIONS. THAT IS THE, AS I SEE 
IT, THE PURPOSE OF THE SPECIAL ORDER AND THE PURPOSE OF 
SUBSEQUENT ADDITIONS TO THE SPECIAL ORDER. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: YOU WORKED NARCOTICS FOR A LONG TIME? 

THE WITNESS: YES, YES * 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: IF AN INFORMANT HAD HIS OWN BODY WIRED 

3ND THEN WERE GOING TO USE THIS INFORMANT ON A PARTICULAR CASE, 
ARE YOU SAYING THAT ONE OF THE INVESTIGATORS COULD TELL HIM, 
‘SINCE THAT’S YOUR EQUIPMENT, OKAY, 11 WITHOUT AUTHORIZATION? 

THE WITNESS: NO, NO- ANY INVESTIGATION HANDLED BY THIS 
DEPARTMENT, EITHER USING DEPARTMENT EQUIPMENT OR THE VICTIM’S 
EQUIPMENT ON CERTAIN TYPES OF CRIMES, NECESSARY ELECTRONIC 
REPORTS ARE FILLED OUT AND IMMEDIATE AND FINAL APPROVAL THROUGH 
THAT PARTICULAR COMMAND. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: OKAY. SO WE’RE TALKING ABOUT 

DEPARTMENT INVESTIGATIONS? 

THE WITNESS: CORRECT. 

AS LONG AS WE’RE BRINGING EXPERTISE INTO THIS PARTICULAR 
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'IELD^ AM OFFICER ELECTS TO CONDUCT AN INVESTIGATION INTO A 
1ATTER THAT IS NOT EXEMPTED FROM 633.5 AND HE USES ANOTHER 
'EPSON IN THE COURSE OF THAT INVESTIGATION AND THAT PERSON HAS 
ilS OWN ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE EQUIPMENT, WOULD HE BE COVERED 
DY THE DEPARTMENT MANUAL? 

THE WITNESS: I’M NOT SURE IF HE WOULD OR NOT. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTYS WHAT IS THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE 
SCENARIO I JUST PAINTED AND THE OTHER ONE? 

THE WITNESS: AS I SEE IT, ANY INSTALLATION WHICH IS 
PERFORMED BY A POLICE OFFICER ON THIS DEPARTMENT IS AUTHORIZED 
THROUGH NECESSARY PAPERWORK AND APPROVAL, AUTHORITY BY THE 
DEPARTMENT. THAT IS COVERED BY SPECIAL ORDER 35 AS WELL AS THE 
1ANUAL SECTIONS. 

ANY INSTALLATIONS WHICH ARE PERFORMED OUTSIDE THE 
DEPARTMENT SUCH AS 633.5, THOSE PARTICULAR INSTALLATIONS ARE 
ALREADY AUTHORIZED BY STATUTE WITHIN THE STATE AND CAN BE 
PERFORMED BY THE PRIVATE CITIZEN. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: YOU’RE LOSING ME. IF I, FORGETTING MY 

SANK — OF COURSE, I WOULD NEED AUTHORITY AND AUTHORIZATION FROM 
SOMEBODY HIGHER THAN ME IF I WERE TO USE IT BUT — AND I WAS 
CONDUCTING AN INVESTIGATION, BUT THROUGH THIS INVESTIGATION 
JHICH WAS GOING TO REVEAL A CRIME OR IT’S AN INVESTIGATION TO 
SEVEAL THAT A CRIME IS OCCURRING AND I UTILIZE A THIRD PERSON TO 
DETAIN INFORMATION SURREPTITIOUSLY AND IT’S THEIR EQUIPMENT 
[HAT’S GOING TO BE USED, I AM NOT COVERED? YOU’RE SAYING I 
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)IDN’T PUT THE EQUIPMENT ON THE INDIVIDUAL? 

THE witness: ANY INVESTIGATION HANDLED BY THIS 
DEPARTMENT WHERE ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE EQUIPMENT IS USED, 
AUTHORIZATION IS OBTAINED, NECESSARY PAPERWORK IS FILLED OUT AND 
'ILED WITH THE DEPARTMENT. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: THEN IT IS COVERED BY THE MANUAL 
SECTIONS? 

THE WITNESS: YES. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: THAT’S ALL I ASKED. THANK YOU. 

MR. HORN: NOW I’M LOST. SO LET ME JUST ATTEMPT TO GET 

1Y BEARINGS AGAIN. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: SURE. 

FURTHER REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

<V MR. horn: 

Q AGAIN, SHOWING YOU DEPARTMENT’S 8, 9 AND 10, GIVING 

'OU THE SCENARIO THAT I GAVE YOU EARLIER, IS THERE ANY VIOLATION 
>F THE MANUAL THAT IS GOING ON WHEN THE OFFICER SIGNS THAT 
AUTHORIZATION? 

A I WOULDN’T SIGN THIS PARTICULAR DOCUMENT. I WOULD 

IOT ADVISE AN OFFICER TO SIGN THAT. 

Q THAT’S NOT MY QUESTION. FIRST, I WANT TO KNOW 

JHETHER OR NOT YOU BELIEVE THE MANUAL IS VIOLATED WHICH YOU HAVE 
"ESTIFIED EARLIER IT WAS NOT. 

A I DON’T THINK THE OFFICER HAS THE RIGHT TO SIGN 
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"HIS PARTICULAR DOCUMENT AS A REPRESENTATIVE OF THE DEPARTMENT, 
*UT AGAIN 7 THIS IS ALLOWING A PRIVATE CITIZEN TO PERFORM, IF WE 
*AVE ONE OF THESE PARTICULAR SPELLEO-OUT CRIMES, CRIMES OF 
VIOLENCE, SO FORTH IN 633,5, THE OFFICER IS SIGNING A DOCUMENT, 

N MY OPINION, THAT MEANS NOTHING BECAUSE THIS IS A RIGHT THAT 
'HAT INDIVIDUAL ALREADY POSSESSES. 

9. NOW, LET’S GET DOWN TO THE NITTY-GRITTY, SO TO 

'PEAK, YOU WOULDN’T SIGN SUCH A DOCUMENT? 

A NO, I WOULD NOT. 

9 YOU’RE A DETECTIVE III? 

A YES. 

9 AND YOU’RE PRETTY SAVVY AS TO WHAT’S GOING ON IN 

HE DEPARTMENT AND YOU’RE VERY WELL VERSED ON THESE PARTICULAR 
ECTIONS, CORRECT? 

A YES. 

Q LOOKING AT THOSE DOCUMENTS AND GIVING THE SCENARIO 

HAT I GAVE YOU, YOU EARLIER TESTIFIED THERE WAS NO VIOLATION OF 
AW EITHER, RIGHT? 

A NOT TO MY KNOWLEDGE. 

9 SO WHAT WE’RE TALKING ABOUT IS A SAVVY OFFICER SUCH 

S YOURSELF NOT GIVING CONSENT TO DO THIS, BUT AN OFFICER WITH 
jT AS MUCH INFORMATION OR EXPERTISE WHO IS PERHAPS LESS 
WTELLECTUALLY BENT GIVING SUCH PERMISSION BUT NOT VIOLATING THE 
ANUAL OR THE LAW, CORRECT? ISN’T THAT WHAT WE’RE TALKING 
30UT, A COURSE OF ACTION THAT TWO PEOPLE COULD TAKE AND BOTH BE 
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ITHIN THE MEANING OF THE LAW AND THE MANUAL, GIVEN THE SCENARIO 
’VE GIVEN? 

A WELL, I SEE NO VIOLATION OF AMY CALIFORNIA STATUTE, 
NY LAW IN REGARD TO THIS PARTICULAR FORM. AND I’M NOT AWARE OF 
IRECT GUIDELINES THAT WOULD MAKE THIS A VIOLATION OF DEPARTMENT 


OLICY. 

AS I STATED, I WOULD NOT SIGN THIS, AND I WOULD 
OPE THAT ANYONE ON THE DEPARTMENT THAT HAS ATTENDED ANY 
ARTICULAR TYPE OF TRAINING IN THIS AREA WOULD HAVE ENOUGH SENSE 
O FIND OUT WHETHER OR NOT IT IS LEGAL OR IT IS ADMISSIBLE OR 
ERMISSIBLE FOR AN OFFICER OF THE DEPARTMENT TO CONDUCT THIS 
YPE OF INVESTIGATION. 

0 LET’S ASSUME, ADD TO THE SCENARIO HERE AND 

IYPOTHETICAL, THAT THE PERSON INQUIRED OF A DETECTIVE TRAINEE AS 
O WHETHER OR NOT IT WAS PERMISSIBLE OR NOT. 

A A DETECTIVE TRAINEE? 

Q YES. WOULD YOU THINK THAT THAT INQUIRY WOULD SHOW 

SOME ATTEMPT ON THE PART OF THE OFFICER TO FIND OUT WHAT TO DO? 

A YES. 

Q SHOULD THE DETECTIVE TRAINEE, IF HE WAS SO 

INFORMED, HAVE TOLD THE HYPOTHETICAL OFFICER THAT HE SHOULD NOT 
'ERFORM THIS ACT BECAUSE PERHAPS MAYBE IT’S NOT THE SMART THING 
-Q DO, EVEN THOUGH IT MAY NOT BE IN VIOLATION OF THE LAW OR THE 
1ANUAL? WOULD YOU SAY THAT WOULD BE THE COURSE OF ACTION THE 
ETECTIVE TRAINEE SHOULD TAKE? 
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A IT DEPENDS ON THE PARTICULAR TRAINEE’S EXPERIENCE 

N THE FIELD. 

Q THE DETECTIVE TRAINEE MAY NOT KNOW THE SECTION, 

IIQHT. 

A THAT’S CORRECT, HE MAY NOT. 

Q BECAUSE IT IS A RATHER ERUDITE SECTION TUCKED AWAY 

N THE SUPPLIES AND MAINTENANCE MANUAL, TRUE? NOT IN PROCEDURE, 
iUPPLIES AND MAINTENANCE, CORRECT? 

A OKAY, YES. 

Q NOW, ASSUME THAT THE DETECTIVE TRAINEE IS QUERIED 

!Y A DETECTIVE III WHO IS INFORMED THAT SOMEONE IS GOING TO 
'ERHAF'S SURREPTITIOUSLY BUG, FOR A LACK OF A BETTER WORD, A 
SUSPECT. THE SMART DETECTIVE III AT THAT POINT WOULD HAVE 
NQUIRED WHO THE OFFICER WAS AND PERHAPS TOLD THE OFFICER NOT TO 
10 WHAT HE WAS DOING, CORRECT? 

A THE DETECTIVE III COULD HAVE DONE THAT, YES. 

Q AND PERHAPS SHOULD HAVE DONE THAT IN THAT SCENARIO? 

A I WOULD HOPE SO, YES. 

9 SEE THE OFFICER SITTING NEXT TO ME? 

A YES. 

9. HAS HE EVER BEEN IN ONE OF YOUR CLASSES? 

A NOT TO MY KNOWLEDGE. 

MR. HORN: ONE OTHER THING. THERE WAS — NO. WE’RE 
.COKING FOR A PARTICULAR ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE MANUAL I’D LIKE 
1ARKED FOR. IDENTIFICATION AS DEFENDANT’S NEXT IN ORDER, IF I 
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1IGHT, I DON’T HAVE AN ADDITIONAL COPY, I DON’T THINK, BUT WE’LL 
: *ASS IT AROUND. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: THIS WILL BE E. 

(DEFENSE’S EXHIBIT E WAS MARKED 
FOR IDENTIFICATION BY THE CHAIRMAN.) 

SY MR. HORN: 

Q I’D ASK YOU TO LOOK AT THIS PARTICULAR ELECTRONIC 

SURVEILLANCE BROCHURE. ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH THAT PARTICULAR 
DOCUMENT*? 

A YES, I AM. 

Q WHAT IS THAT DOCUMENT? 

A IT’S A PIECE OF TRAINING MATERIAL WHICH IS USED A 

SLASS WHICH WE TEACH AT THE ACADEMY. 

Q IS THERE ANY MENTION OF THE MANUAL SECTIONS 

30VERNIMG ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE IN THAT DOCUMENT? 

A NO. THERE IS NOT. 

MR. HORN: I’D MOVE FOR THE INTRODUCTION OF THAT PIECE OF 

EVIDENCE, AND I HAVE NO FURTHER QUESTIONS. 

SGT. CARTER: THERE WOULD BE OBJECTION BY THE DEPARTMENT 

EN THAT THE DEPARTMENT WOULD LIKE TO LEARN HOW OLD THIS DOCUMENT 
ES, IF THERE’S ANY UPDATES TO IT, ET CETERA. 

MR. HORN: IT’S AVAILABLE FOR CROSS-EXAMINATION. 

RECROSS-EX AMINATION 

BY SGT. CARTER: 
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Q HOW OLD IS THIS DOCUMENT? 

A ORIGINAL PRINTING IS APPROXIMATELY 12 TO 15 YEARS 

»LD. THERE IS ONE UPDATE APPROXIMATELY TWO YEARS AGO ON 637 OF 
'HE PENAL CODE WHICH HAS TO DO WITH CIVIL DAMAGES. 

Q TWO YEARS AGO. THAT WOULD BE SOMETIME IN 19S3? 

A I BELIEVE IT WAS ’83, YES. 

Q SO TO YOUR KNOWLEDGE, THAT WAS THE LAST TIME THIS 

'ARTICULAR DOCUMENT WAS UPDATED? 


A YES. 

Q IS THERE A REASON WHY IT DOESN’T INCLUDE ANYTHING 


INVOLVING 3/568 IS IN IT? 

A NOT TO MY KNOWLEDGE. IT’S A PARTICULAR PIECE OF 

'RAINING MATERIAL WHICH WE’VE USED FOR SEVERAL YEARS AT THE 
CADEMY AND OTHER SCHOOLS. PRIMARILY IT COVERS STATE LAW, 
'EDERAL LAW REGARDING ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE. ANY ISSUES ON 
DEPARTMENT POLICY IS HANDLED VERBALLY WITHIN THE CLASSES. 

SGT. CARTER: I HAVE NO OBJECTION. 


CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: RECEIVED. 

(DEFENSE’S EXHIBIT E WAS RECEIVED 
IN EVIDENCE BY THE CHAIRMAN.) 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: WE DON’T HAVE ANY FURTHER QUESTIONS. 

MR. HORN: I HAVE NOTHING FURTHER. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: ANY FURTHER QUESTIONS. 

SGT. CARTER: I HAVE NO FURTHER QUESTIONS. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: THANK YOU VERY MUCH, CLYDE. 


I 




• \f 1 K ) h 11~ ir.I 














1 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

e 

9 

10 

1 1 

12 

13 

14 

15 

1 £> 

17 

18 

18 

20 

21 

23 

24 

25 


141 


MR. HORN: COULD WE HAVE A BRIEF RECESS TO DISCUSS 

STRATEGY HERE? AND I DON’T LIKE TO IMPORTUNE THE COURT WITH 
THESE INTERRUPTIONS 7 BUT I THINK THIS MAY BE HELPFUL TO BRINGING 
THIS TO A CLOSE» 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: CERTAINLY. HOW MUCH TIME DID YOU 


MR. HORN: OH 7 15 MINUTES. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: THE BOARD WILL RECESS UNTIL 2:15. 
(RECESS) 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: LET THE RECORD REFLECT THAT THE BOARD 

IAS RECONVENED. 

MR. HORN: YES. IF I HAVE NEGLECTED TO DO SO EARLIER? 

IR. CHAIRMAN? I’D MOVE TO HAVE ALL REMAINING DEFENDANT’S 
:XHIBITS THAT HAVE BEEN MARKED ADMITTED AT THIS TIME. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: THEY’VE BEEN ACCEPTED. 

(DEFENSE’S EXHIBITS B1 AND D WERE RECEIVED IN 
EVIDENCE BY THE CHAIRMAN.) 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: DEFENSE RESTS AT THIS TIME. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: YOU CONCUR? 

MR. HORN: I CONCUR. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: AT THIS POINT IN TIME WE HAVE CLOSING 

TATEMENTS. 

SGT. CARTER: YES. THE DEPARTMENT IS PREPARED FOR ITS 
LOSING STATEMENT AT THIS TIME? MR. CHAIRMAN. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: DO BOTH PARTIES WISH TO HAVE THE 
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ILOSING STATEMENTS RECORDED? 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: YES, PLEASE. 

SGT. CARTER: MR. CHAIRMAN, ASSOCIATE MEMBERS OF THE 
HOARD, THE DEPARTMENT FEELS THAT THERE IS SUFFICIENT EVIDENCE TO 
SUBSTANTIATE THAT OFFICER RODRIGUEZ EXCEEDED THE SCOPE OF HIS 
AUTHORITY AS A LOS ANGELES POLICE OFFICER WHEN HE IMPROPERLY AND 
WITHOUT PROPER APPROVAL AUTHORIZED EUGENE INGRAM TO 
ELECTRONICALLY EAVESDROP AND/OR RECORD CONFIDENTIAL 
IOMMUNICATIONS. 


THE BASIS FOR THE DEPARTMENT’S POSITION THAT 


RODRIGUEZ IS GUILTY 


OF ALL COUNTS AS CHARGED IS AS FOLLOWS: 


ALTHOUGH THE DEFENSE MAY ASSERT THAT RODRIGUEZ DID 
JOT KNOW THE RULES, OFFICER CASADOS TESTIFIED THAT HE READ PENAL 
SODE SECTION 633 TO OFFICER RODRIGUEZ AND AFTER LOOKING AT 631 
AND 632 OF THE PENAL CODE, HE CAUTIONED OFFICER RODRIGUEZ ABOUT 
STICKING OUT HIS NECK. 

IT’S ALSO SIGNIFICANT THAT OFFICER RODRIGUEZ DID 
JOT ASK TO SPEAK TO ANYONE ELSE, MUCH LESS A SUPERVISOR BEFORE 
ACTING UPON THESE AUTHORIZATIONS. THE MANUAL SECTION REGARDING 


r HE AUTHORITY IN THE USE OF ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE EQUIPMENT 
JAS PUBLISHED AS A SPECIAL ORDER IN 1979 AND INCORPORATED IN THE 
DEPARTMENT MANUAL IN 1983. 

SO THE TIME THAT WE’RE TALKING ABOUT IS 
APPROXIMATELY SIX OR SEVEN YEARS THAT THE MANUAL SECTION AND/OR 
FHE SECTION ORDER HAVE BEEN IN EXISTENCE. THE MANUAL ALSO 


J 


U. r-MMi— 


r\ rr r~. jCU i~, ,tt j— r.n 




1 

*7* 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1 1 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

IS 

19 

20 

21 

**T» O 

23 

24 

•—I cr 


143 


PROVIDES THAT MEW INFORMATION SUCH AS SPECIAL ORDERS BE READ ON 
THREE CONSECUTIVE DAYS AT EACH ROLL CALL. 

SPECIAL ORDERS ARE ALSO POSTED IN THE WORK PLACE ON 
THE BULLETIN BOARD AMD COPIES OF THOSE ARE GIVEN TO THE 
:MPLOYEES. THE GENERAL PROVISIONS SECTION OF THE DEPARTMENT 
MANUAL PLACES ULTIMATE RESPONSIBILITY FOR CONFORMING WITH THE 
RULES AMD PROVISIONS OF THE MANUAL WITH THE EMPLOYEE. 

OFFICER RODRIGUEZ TESTIFIED THAT THE NIGHT BEFORE 
ME GAVE HIS FIRST AUTHORIZATION HE READ THE DEPARTMENT MANUAL. 
3UT AS HE TESTIFIED, HE READ HIS OWN VERSION OF THE DEPARTMENT 
MANUAL. EVEN AFTER HAVING BEEN CAUTIONED BY HIS FRIEND, OFFICER 
IASADOS, RODRIGUEZ TOOK IT UPON HIMSELF AND AUTHORIZED 
MR. INGRAM TO CONDUCT ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE IN DIRECT 
VIOLATION OF THE DEPARTMENT MANUAL AND PENAL CODE SECTION 633 
MHICH REQUIRES THAT A POLICE OFFICER BE ACTING WITHIN THE SCOPE 
DF HIS AUTHORITY. 

THOUGH THE DEFENSE MAY ASSERT THAT THE MANUAL 
SECTION DOES NOT APPLY TO THIRD PARTIES, THE PURPOSE OF THE 
MANUAL SECTION IS TO PREVENT EMPLOYEES FROM UNNECESSARILY 
VIOLATING A PERSON’S PRIVATE COMMUNICATIONS AND/OR THEIR 
PRIVACY. TO DO SO WOULD EXPOSE THE OFFICER AND THE DEPARTMENT 
ro CIVIL LIABILITY. AND OFFICER RODRIGUEZ AUTHORIZED MR. INGRAM 
ro CONDUCT ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE AND, IN FACT, DIRECTED INGRAM 
rO ACT AS HIS AGENT, HE EXPOSED NOT ONLY HIMSELF BUT THE 
DEPARTMENT TO VICARIOUS LIABILITY. SECTION S31 AND 632 OF THE 
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: ’ENAL CODE ARE PROTECTIONS AGAINST AN INVASION OF PRIVACY AND 
VIOLATIONS OF THE SECTIONS CONSTITUTE A FELONY. 

MR. COOLEY TESTIFIED BEFORE THIS BOARD OF RIGHTS 
"HAT INGRAM SOUGHT THE ADVICE OF SCIENTOLOGY COUNSEL REGARDING 
"HE ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE AND MR. INGRAM WAS ADVISED TO GET 
A.P.D. AUTHORIZATION BEFORE PROCEEDING. THINK WHY THE DEFENSE 
iAS MADE SUCH AN ISSUE OUT OF 633.5 P.C. WHICH ENUMERATES 
SPECIFIC CRIMES AS EXCEPTIONS TO THE RULE. 

IF THEY BELIEVE 633.5 WAS APPLICABLE AT THE TIME, 
SURELY MR. INGRAM DID NOT NEED POLICE AUTHORIZATION TO CARRY OUT 
■IIS SURREPTITIOUS ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE. I SUBMIT TO THE 
SOAR'D THAT THE DEFENSE’S STAND THAT THE MANUAL WAS NOT 
APPLICABLE TO THIRD PARTIES DOESN’T WASH. 

IF OUR OFFICERS CANNOT AUTHORIZE EACH OTHER TO 
CONDUCT ELECTRONIC EAVESDROPPING AND/OR RECORD CONFIDENTIAL 
'OMMUNICATIONS WITHOUT APPROVAL, IT SEEMS REASONABLE AND LOGICAL 
"HAT THEY CAN’T AUTHORIZE THEIR NEIGHBOR OR COUSIN OR EVEN A 
PRIVATE INVESTIGATOR TO DO IT, 

THE BOARD MUST ASK ITSELF WHAT OFFICER RODRIGUEZ’ 
INTENT WAS WHEN HE AUTHORIZED MR. INGRAM TO CONDUCT THE 
ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE. THE DEFENSE ASSERTS THAT HE WAS DOING 
S CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION. OFFICER RODRIGUEZ SIGNED LETTERS ON 
NOVEMBER 7TH, 13TH AND 2STH AND A FOURTH ONE ON AN UNKNOWN DATE, 
■'OSS I ELY. 

SO FOR AT LEAST THREE WEEKS — STRIKE THAT. SO FOR 
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=iT LEAST THREE WEEKS OFFICER RODRIQUEZ CONDUCTED A CRIMINAL 
INVESTIGATION WHICH DEALT WITH COVERT OPERATIONS INVOLVING 
SURREPTITIOUS ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE WITH PRIVATE CITIZENS. HE 
HID THIS WITHOUT MAKING A CRIME REPORT OR BRINGING IT TO THE 
DEPARTMENT’S ATTENTION. HE DID THIS WITHOUT OBTAINING A 
SUPERVISOR OR COMMANDING OFFICER’S APPROVAL. 

THE TESTIMONY OF DEFENSE WITNESSES REGARDING THE 
PURPORTED CRIMES AGAINST THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY BY 
MR. ARMSTRONG ARE ONLY MILDLY INTERESTING. THE BOTTOM LINE, SO 
TO SPEAK, WAS THAT SCIENTOLOGY WAS INVOLVED IN A CIVIL SUIT 
TRIAL IN OREGON AND THAT THE ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE WAS DONE IN 
AN EFFORT TO IMPEACH THE PLAINTIFF’S WITNESS, MR. ARMSTRONG. 

I BELIEVE THAT THE EVIDENCE IS CLEAR THAT OFFICER 
RODRIGUEZ’ ONLY INTENT WAS TO ASSIST GENE INGRAM AND SCIENTOLOGY 
IN CIVIL LITIGATION. 

IT’S ALSO NOTEWORTHY THAT, ACCORDING TO MR. COOLEY, 
A TRIAL IN OREGON BEGAN ON MARCH 4TH AND CONCLUDED ON MAY 17TH, 
1985. THE TAPES WHICH WERE SURREPTITIOUSLY TAKEN BY INGRAM WERE 
r IRST MADE PUBLIC AT THAT TRIAL IN APRIL OF 19S5. 

OFFICER RODRIGUEZ WAS INTERVIEWED REGARDING THIS 
COMPLAINT ON MAY 31ST, 1985, AND IT WASN’T UNTIL JULY 19TH, 1985 

THAT SCIENTOLOGY PRESENTED DEPUTY DISTRICT ATTORNEY ROBERT 
JURGENSON WITH A LETTER CHARGING MR. ARMSTRONG WITH CRIMINAL 
MISCONDUCT. AS OF THIS DATE THERE STILL HAS NOT BEEN A 
:OMPLAINT ISSUED AGAINST MR. ARMSTRONG NOR HAS THERE BEEN AN 
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INDICTMENT SOUGHT. 

ANOTHER AREA OF CONCERN THAT WE MUST DEAL WITH IS 
'HE IMPACT OFFICER RODRIGUEZ’ ACTIONS HAVE HAD. THE TAPES 
OFFICER RODRIGUEZ AUTHORIZED MR. INGRAM TO MAKE AND THE LETTERS 
>F AUTHORIZATION WHICH OFFICER RODRIGUEZ SIGNED WERE INTRODUCED 
>Y THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY TO IMPEACH THE TESTIMONY OF MR. 
ARMSTRONG IN THE KRISTOFERSON VERSUS CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY CIVIL 
'RIAL IN PORTLAND? OREGON IN APRIL OF 1935. 

ALSO? DURING A PRESS CONFERENCE AT THE NEW OTANI 
IOTEL ON APRIL 23RD? 1985? MR. HURBERT C. JENSOCH (SIC)? WHO IS 

'HE PRESIDENT OF CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY INTERNATIONAL? ASSERTED 
'HAT THE SURREPTITIOUS VIDEO RECORDINGS OF ARMSTRONG BY A 
PRIVATE INVESTIGATOR WERE DONE WITH THE PERMISSION OF THE LOS 
tNGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT. 

ALSO? IF YOU’LL NOTE IN THE APRIL—MAY 19S5 ISSUE OF 
'HE “FREEDOM JOURNAL” PUBLISHED BY THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY? 
SCIENTOLOGY ASSERTED THAT INGRAM’S VIDEOTAPES WERE OBTAINED WITH 
'HE WRITTEN PERMISSION OF THE LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT? AS 
>ART OF A POLICE-SANCTIONED STING OPERATION. 

GENTLEMEN? WE MUST ALSO CONSIDER COUNT NUMBER 4. 

“HIS ALLEGATION SHOULD NOT BE TAKEN LIGHTLY IN COMPARISON IN THE 
>THER THREE CHARGES? AS IT IS NOT MERELY WORKING OFF DUTY A 
SEARS WITHOUT A VALID WORK PERMIT CHARGE. 

FIRST OF ALL? WE SHOULD LOOK AT THE DATES INVOLVED. 
SPECIFICALLY? THE BEGINNING DATE COINCIDES ON OR ABOUT THE TIME 
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'HAT OFFICER RODRIGUEZ FIRST SIGNED THE LETTER OF AUTHORIZATION 
)N NOVEMBER 7TH, 1984. 

NEXT 7 OFFICER RODRIGUEZ TESTIFIED THAT HE WORKED 
•OR MR. INGRAM BECAUSE INGRAM HAD SOME DOCUMENTS AT HIS 
RESIDENCE WHICH HE NEEDED SECURED AND HE WAS GOING OUT OF TOWN, 
JFFICER RODRIGUEZ WORKED FOR MR- INGRAM APPROXIMATELY 12 TO 13 
“IMES AND BY HIS OWN TESTIMONY WAS PAID $1D0 A NIGHT FOR HIS 
SERVICES. 

IT’S ALSO INTERESTING TO NOTE THAT OFFICER 
iODRIGUEZ CURRENTLY IS WORKING FOR MR- INGRAM- THE CHARGES 
AGAINST OFFICER RODRIGUEZ CONSTITUTE VERY SERIOUS MISCONDUCT AND 
^S SUCH, SERIOUS CONSIDERATION SHOULD BE GIVEN TO THE CONCEPT OF 
NEGLIGENT RETENTION AMD THE POTENTIAL FOR CIVIL LIABILITY BY 
“HIS CITY AND THE POLICE DEPARTMENT. 

THANK YOU. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: THANK YOU. 

MR- HORN- MR. CHAIRMANS MEMBERS OF THE BOARD, I DIDN’T 
JRITE MY FINAL ARGUMENT. I’M GOING TO TAKE A LINE FROM JOAN 
IIVERS AND SAY, "CAN WE TALK?" AND I WANT TO TALK AS REASONABLE 
1EN? MEN WHO HAVE INTEGRITY, MEN WHO HAVE PRIDE IN THE WORK 
“HEY’RE DOING, MEN WHO DON’T TAKE THE LIVES AND LIVELIHOOD OF 
>THER PEOPLE LIGHTLY. 

I’VE LOOKED AT THE COMPLAINT IN THIS CASE AND I’VE 
STUDIED IT LEGALLY. I NEVER WAS A GREAT "A" STUDENT IN LAW 
SCHOOL, BUT I MANAGED TO BECOME A PRETTY GOOD TRIAL LAWYER FROM 
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[INVESTIGATING THE COMPLAINTS AND DOING SUBSEQUENT RESEARCH IN 
REGARD TO THE LEGAL THEORIES AND MEANING BEHIND VARIOUS 
30C TRINES. 

I’VE LEARNED TO APPLY VARIOUS PRINCIPLES THAT ARE 
ACCEPTED UNIVERSALLY THROUGHOUT ALL COURTS, THE LAW COURTS, 
TRIBUNAL COURTS, ADMINISTRATIVE JUSTICE COURTS. AND IN THIS 
IASE, I ATTEMPTED TO UTILIZE THAT EXPERIENCE TO ANALYZE AND SEE 
IXACTLY WHAT WE HAVE HERE, WHAT KIND OF AN ANIMAL ARE WE DEALING 
JITH? 

WELL, FIRST OF ALL, IF YOU LOOK AT THE COMPLAINT 
ITSELF, IT TALKS ABOUT CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATIONS. I ASSERT TO 
'OU THAT NO CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATIONS WAS INTERCEPTED NOR WAS 
'HERE AN INTENT ON EITHER OF THE PARTIES INVOLVED IN THIS 
INCIDENT TO KEEP THE COMMUNICATION CONFIDENTIAL. 

THE LAW IS CLEAR. IF ONE OF THE PARTIES INTENDS TO 
■RANSMIT INFORMATION THAT IS GARNERED AT THIS MEETING TO ANOTHER 
;, ARTY AND THE SECOND PARTY ALSO IS GOING TO TRANSMIT THE 
INFORMATION TO ANOTHER PARTY, IT DOES NOT COME WITHIN THE 
:UIDELINES OF 631 AND 632 OF THE PENAL CODE. IT IS NOT A 
:ONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION. 

GENTLEMEN, I ASK YOU TO READ AGAIN, AS LABORIOUS AS 
IT MIGHT BE, THE TRANSCRIPTS OF THE TAPE THAT HAVE BEEN ADMITTED 
INTO EVIDENCE. I THINK YOU WILL SEE THAT MR. ARMSTRONG INTENDED 
'0 RELAY HIS CONVERSATIONS TO MR. FLYNN AND APPARENTLY JOEY 
INTENDED TO RELAY HIS INFORMATION TO THE LOYALISTS. IT WAS NOT 
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CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION THAT WAS INTERCEPTED, 

THE COMPLAINT IS IN EVIDENCE. MAY I SEE THE 
FFICIAL COMPLAINT, IF I MIGHT, MR. CHAIRMAN? THANK YOU. 

THE COMPLAINT ALLEGES THAT, "OFFICER INGRAM, 

IITHOUT PROPER APPROVAL, IMPROPERLY AUTHORIZED EUGENE M. INGRAM 
0 ELECTRONICALLY EAVESDROP." 

WE HAVE RECEIVED EVIDENCE FROM EIGHT OR NINE 
IITNESSES. INCLUDED AMONGST THE DEFENSE WITNESSES WAS A POLICE 
iFFICER WHO IS THE DEPARTMENT EXPERT. HE WAS ASKED DIRECTLY 
IHETHER THE DOCUMENT SUBMITTED IN EVIDENCE WERE A VIOLATION, 

HAT IS S, 9 AND 10, OF THE DEPARTMENT MANUAL OR OF STATE LAW. 
iND HE INDICATED THAT THEY WERE NOT. 

IF THAT IS THE CASE, IF IT WAS NOT A VIOLATION OF 

HE MANUAL AND NOT A VIOLATION OF STATE LAW WHICH IS THE ONLY 

:XPERT TESTIMONY THAT WE HAVE, THEN IT COULD NOT HAVE BEEN AN 
MPROPER APPROVAL. WHAT WE DID HAVE IS AN IMPROPER PERSON 

iPPROVED TO DO THE EAVESDROPPING. THAT IS THE REAL THRUST OF 

HE CASE BEFORE THIS COURT. IT IS NOT THE FACT THAT OFFICER 
IODRIGUEZ AUTHORIZED ANYONE TO VIOLATE SOME OBSCURE SECTION 
(EALING WITH SUPPLY AND MAINTENANCE. 

THE REASON THIS HAS RISEN TO THE MAGNITUDE OF BEING 
lEFORE A BOARD OF RIGHTS IS BECAUSE GENE INGRAM WAS THE PERSON 
IHO WAS AUTHORIZED. IT’S NOT CHARGED IN THE COMPLAINT THAT HE 
:S AN IMPROPER PERSON, THAT THERE WAS SOME SPECIAL ORDER WHICH 
1ADE GENE INGRAM A PARIAH OR ANATHEMA, BUT THE TRUTH OF THE 
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1ATTER IS, GENTLEMEN, YOU WOULDN’T BE HERE AND I WOULDN’T BE 
HERE IF GENE INGRAM WAS NOT THE RECIPIENT OF THE GRANT OF 
AUTHORITY IN THIS CASE. 

WE HAVE A SECTION OF THE POLICE MANUAL WHICH IS 
HIGHLY AMBIGUOUS. IN MY OPENING STATEMENT I SAID REASONABLE MEN 
;AN DIFFER UPON THE WRITTEN WORD. IT’S NOT ONLY TWO MEN THAT 
1AY DIFFER UPON THE WRITTEN WORD, BUT A SINGLE MAN MAY DIFFER IN 
INTERPRETATION OF THE SAME WORDS. 

AND TRULY, WHEN THE EXPERT FROM THE DEPARTMENT 
"ESTIFIED ON A COUPLE OF OCCASIONS, HE APPEARED TO CONTRADICT 
HIMSELF AND SAY TWO DIFFERENT THINGS. WHEN HE SAID THOSE 
"HINGS, BOTH OF THEM SOUNDED REASONABLE TO ME. APPARENTLY, IT 
1U3T HAVE SOUNDED REASONABLE TO ONE SIDE OR THE OTHER SOUNDED 
REASONABLE TO THE COURT. 

THERE WERE QUESTIONS FOR CLARIFICATION, THERE WERE 
-ONG PAUSES BEFORE THE WITNESS COULD EXPLAIN HIS MEANING. THE 
IMPORT OF THIS IS THAT THE SECTION ITSELF IS NOT CRYSTAL CLEAR. 

:T IS a CLOUDY AREA THAT PERHAPS SHOULD BE CHANGED BY ADDITION 
'0 THE MANUAL WHICH SPECIFICALLY PERTAINS TO THIRD PARTY 
iAVESDROPPING. CURRENTLY, ACCORDING TO THIS OFFICER, WITH THE 
AUTHORIZATIONS THAT WERE PRESENTED TO OFFICER RODRIGUEZ FOR 
SIGNATURE, NO VIOLATION OF THE MANUAL OR STATE LAW OCCURRED. 

NOW, I GRANT YOU THAT SOMEONE WHO IS LEARNED IN LAW 
AND SOMEONE WHO HAS YEARS OF EXPERIENCE AND PERHAPS A GOOD DEAL 
>F SAVVY AS TO HOW POLICE DEPARTMENTS WORK WOULD SEE A YELLOW 
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.IGHT GO ON IMMEDIATELY UPON BEING ASKED TO SIGN SUCH AN 
AUTHORIZATION. OFFICER RODRIGUEZ DIDN’T SEE THAT LIGHT, BUT 
"HAT DOESN’T MEAN THAT HIS ACTION WAS UNLAWFUL OR AGAINST THE 
1ANUAL, IT MIGHT HAVE BEEN LESS SMART BUT NOT AGAINST THE 
1ANUAL AND NOT AGAINST THE LAW. 

WE HAD ONE WITNESS WHO TESTIFIED HERE, CAPTAIN 
1ASSEY TO THE BEST OF MY RECOLLECTION, WHO INDICATED THAT IF AN 
IMERGENCY CALL CAME IN IN REGARD TO GIVING CONSENT TO A THIRD 
•ARTY TO SURREPTITIOUSLY MONITOR, HE WOULD ADVISE HIS OFFICERS 
'O PUT THE PERSON ON HOLD UNTIL HE GOT SOME FURTHER CLEARANCE. 

NOW, GENTLEMEN, IS THAT REASONABLE TO YOU? 
iRANTED, THAT IS NOT WHAT TRANSPIRED IN THIS CASE. THERE WAS 
'IME FOR OFFICER RODRIGUEZ TO GET SUCH APPROVAL AND HE DID NOT. 

T WAS NOT AGAINST MANUAL POLICY. IT WAS NOT AGAINST THE LAW. 

<UT I’LL TELL YOU THIS: HE HAS LEARNED HIS LESSON FROM THIS, AS 

I ILL PROBABLY OTHER OFFICERS WHO ARE AWARE OF THIS PROCEEDING. 

WHAT I SAY TO YOU IS THIS: THE PURPOSE OF A BOARD 
S TO DISCIPLINE. THE DISCIPLINE SHOULD BE POSITIVE DISCIPLINE. 
F SOMEONE CLEARLY VIOLATES THE LAW INTENTIONALLY, THEY SHOULD 
!E PUNISHED ACCORDINGLY. 

ON THE OTHER HAND, IF SOMEONE IS NOT BEING PUNISHED 
OR WHAT IS STATED IN THE COMPLAINT BUT IS BEING PUNISHED FOR 
iOMETHING WHICH IS UNWRITTEN AND IS UNSAID DURING THE COURSE OF 
HE PROCEEDING, THAT IS, ASSOCIATION WITH SOMEONE THAT THE CHIEF 
'F POLICE DETESTS, THAT WOULD I THINK RESULT IN REVERSE 
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DISCIPLINE BECAUSE 
BE FAIR ACCORDING 


YOUR DEPARTMENT 
TO THE LETTER OF 


PERSONNEL DEPEND UPON YOU TO 
THE LAW AND THE MANUAL« 


I SAY TO YOU THAT 
TODRIGUEZ ATTEMPTED TO COMPLY, 
APPEAR TO YOU LOOKING AT IT AS 
■IE ATTEMPTED AND HE ATTEMPTED 


THE EVIDENCE SHOWS THAT OFFICER 
AS BLUNDERING AS THAT ATTEMPT MAY 
A WEDNESDAY MORNING QUARTERBACK, 
THROUGH OFFICER CASADOS TO COMPLY. 


WERE HE UP TO SOME SKULDUGGERY WITH INGRAM WHEN HE 
ALLED CASADOS AND TOLD HIM, ”I HAVE GENE INGRAM HERE. WE’RE 
INVESTIGATING THIS PARTICULAR SITUATION. H IT’S ABSURD, IT FLIES 
N THE FACE OF REASON, TO ASSUME THAT THAT’S WHAT WAS GOING ON 
N OFFICER RODRIGUEZ’ MIND. 


HE ATTEMPTED — CASADOS GAVE HIM EITHER BAD 
INFORMATION OR NO INFORMATION, DEPENDING ON HOW YOU WANT TO 
INTERPRET THE FACTS, BUT HE DID NOT TELL HIM TO CEASE AND 
HESIST. CASADOS’ SUPERVISOR WAS PRIVY TO INFORMATION THAT 
HUGGING WAS GOING TO TAKE PLACE AND HE DID NOT KEEP THE BALL 
TOLLING IN ORDER TO INFORM OFFICER RODRIGUEZ THAT HE WAS ABOUT 
[*0 COMMIT A TRANSGRESSION. 


IF THERE WAS A TECHNICAL VIOLATION, I THINK IT IS 
LEGATED BY THE INTENT THAT WAS SHOWN BY OFFICER RODRIGUEZ TO 
COMPLY. THERE HAS BEEN SOME IMPUNING, I THINK, OF OFFICER 
RODRIGUEZ’ CHARACTER AS REGARDS COUNT 4 TO WHICH HE PLEADED 
3UILTY. HE PLEADED GUILTY BECAUSE HE WAS GUILTY. HE FELT 
3UILTY. 

HE DID NOT APPLY FOR THE PERMIT THAT HE SHOULD 
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iAVE, BUT HE WAS NOT THE OBJECT OF A BRIBE. AND HE WOULD NOT 
SELL HIS HONOR NOR THE HONOR OF THE DEPARTMENT FOR 30 OR 40 OR 
50 OR A THOUSAND PIECES OF SILVER. I THINK THAT CAME OUT VERY 
5LEARLY DURING THE COURSE OF HIS TESTIMONY. 

WHEN I TALKED TO YOU AT THE BEGINNING OF OUR 
JF'ENING STATEMENT AND TOLD YOU WHERE WE WERE GOING AND I TOLD 
'OU THAT THE BASIC FACTUAL UNDERPINNINGS OF THIS CASE GO 


JNCONTESTED, I DON’T THINK THERE’S ANY QUESTION IN THIS COURT’S 
IIND THAT OFFICER RODRIGUEZ THOUGHT SOMETHING WAS GOING TO 
IAPPEN AS IT AFFECTED SCIENTOLOGY, AS IT AFFECTED MR. ARMSTRONG. 

I DON’T THINK THAT WE HAVE ATTEMPTED TO IMPUNE THE 
:HARACTER OR TESTIMONY OF ANY OF THE DEPARTMENTAL WITNESSES. 
iASICALLY, WE ARE IN CONCURRENCE IN WHAT WAS DONE. THE QUESTION 
S WHAT DOES IT MEAN? AND I SAY WHAT IT MEANS IS YOU HAD AN 
OFFICER WHO WAS POORLY TRAINED BY THE DEPARTMENT BECAUSE THE 
lEPARTMENT CHOSE NOT TO IMPLEMENT EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS FOR 
'FFICERS BELOW A CERTAIN STATUS WHO MISINTERPRETED POSSIBLY A 
'ERY AMBIGUOUS SECTION. 


THIS SHOULD NOT BE THE GROUNDS FOR FINDING OF GUILT 
N SUCH A SERIOUS PROCEEDING. THERE WAS NO INTENTION BY THE 
FFICER TO VIOLATE THE LAW. HE WAS NOT NEGLIGENT TO THE EXTENT 
HAT ANY OTHER PERSON WHO WAS NOT AN EXPERT WOULD HAVE KNOWN 


ORE ABOUT THE LAW THAN HE DID. HE COULD HAVE TRIED TO FIND OUT 
ORE. HAD HE, HE WOULD HAVE COME UP WITH DIVERSE ANSWERS AS WE 
AVE FROM THE EXPERT WITNESS. 
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GENTLEMEN, I’M RELYING ON YOUR ASSERTIONS AND 
:HARACTER AND ANSWERS TO MY QUESTIONS DURING THE VOIR DIRE, THAT 
.IMITED VOIR DIRE AS IT MAY BE AT THE VERY BEGINNING OF THIS 
^ASE, AND THAT IS THAT YOU WON’T ALLOW THE FACT THAT IT’S GENE 
INGRAM TO CAST a PALL OVER THESE PROCEEDINGS, TO INFLUENCE YOUR 
>F‘ INI ON AS IT AFFECTS OFFICER RODRIGUEZ. 

INGRAM HAS BEEN TRIED BY A BOARD AND HE’S OUT OF 
"HE DEPARTMENT FOR HIS TRANSGRESSIONS. THAT IS A SEPARATE 
INTITY. IT DOES NOT INVOLVE OFFICER RODRIGUEZ WHO IS A GOOD 
’OLICE OFFICER, WHO CARES ABOUT HIS WORK AND WHO WANTS TO REMAIN 
>N THE POLICE DEPARTMENT. 

AND WITH THAT, I’LL SUBMIT IT TO YOUR GOOD 

JUDGMENT. 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: MAY I BE PERMITTED TO ADD A FEW LINES? 

MR. CHAIRMAN, ASSOCIATE MEMBERS OF THE BOARD, I’M 
iOING TO FALL BACK GO ON THE SHIRTTAILS OF A VERY ARTICULATE 
IAN, CO-COUNSEL. 

BUT IN ESSENCE, I’D LIKE TO START OUT BY MAYBE 
IUESTIONING THE CLOSING OF THE ADVOCATE, MAYBE WITH ALL GOOD 
NTENT THAT HE HAD, HE PRESENTED EVIDENCE THAT WAS NOT BROUGHT 
:EFORE THIS COURT. 

AS FAR AS SPECIAL ORDER, THE READING OF IT, I NEVER 
IEARD ANYTHING. I WAS HERE LIKE THE OTHERS WERE HERE. I NEVER 
lEAREi ANY i HING LIRE THA i * AND YOU ARE WELL. AWARE OP WHAT THE 
:ULES AND REGULATIONS OF THIS DEPARTMENT ARE AS IT REGARDS TO 
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SPECIAL ORDERS AND HOW THEY’RE TRANSMITTED THROUGH THE RANKS. 
iE HAVE GOME TO EXTREMES IN ONE END AND FELL OFF ON THE OTHER 
END. 


THERE’S NO EVIDENCE HERE THAT SPECIAL ORDER WAS 
RITTEN OR WAS READ BY THIS OFFICER OR WAS EVEN PRESENTED TO 
IM. THAT SHOULD NOT EVEN BE CONSIDERED AS FAR AS THE COMPLAINT 
ILED. THAT WAS NOT BROUGHT UP. THERE’S NO EVIDENCE TO THIS. 
T’S STILL IN LITIGATION AS FAR AS REPORTED ALLEGATIONS, 

RIMINAL ALLEGATIONS, THAT ARE BROUGHT FORTH BY THE CHURCH OF 
CIENTOLOGY. WE’RE NOT HERE FOR THAT. 


WE’RE TALKING ABOUT VICARIOUS LIABILITY, NEGLIGENT 
DETENTION. I THINK THAT’S FARFETCHED, DRAWING AT STRAWS. I 
'HINK, AND I’VE BEEN A POLICE OFFICER FOR 22 YEARS, AND WHEN I 
:AME ON THIS JOB, I TOOK AN OATH. THAT OATH WAS KIND OF HARD TO 
1NDERSTAND AT THE TIME, BUT I GUESS IT WAS HARD, HARD FOR ALL OF 
JS. BUT THE OATH WAS VERY BASIC. 

IT SAYS, "I’M A MAN THAT PEOPLE ARE GOING TO TRUST 


tND I’M GOING TO GO OUT AND I’M GOING TO PROTECT THEM. I’M A 
'AID BODYGUARD FOR SOCIETY. BE DAMNED THE RELIGION, RACE, 

:REED, WHATEVER THEY ARE. IF CRIME IS PERPETRATED AGAINST THESE 
■EOF'LE, I AM BOUND BY MY OATH THAT I’M GOING TO PROTECT THEM." 


I THINK THAT’S WHAT WE’RE DEALING HERE WITH. MAYBE 
F YOU SUPERIMPOSED THE CATHOLIC CHURCH WITH THE CHURCH OF 
ClENTOLOGY AND TOM HAYDEN WITH GENE INGRAM, I DON’T KNOW, I ASK 
HE QUESTION WOULD PHIL RODRIGUEZ BE HERE TODAY? I DON’T KNOW. 
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: KNOW WHAT WE’RE DEALING WITH, WE’RE DEALING WITH AN ALLEGATION 
■IERE WITH GENE INGRAM. AND THE CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD, EVERYBODY 
BRINGS IT UP, BRINGS UP THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY. 

AND WHEN YOU REALLY GET DOWN TO BASICS, WE LOOK AT 
JHAT THIS MAN DID. THE REAL BASICS, HE WENT OUT IN HIS FOOT 
SEAT LIKE WE’VE TRAINED HIM TO DO, "THIS IS MY AREA AND I’M 
30ING TO PROTECT ANYBODY IN HERE. IF THERE’S A CRIME HERE, I’M 

50ING TO VIGOROUSLY PURSUE THAT." WE DEMAND THAT OF OUR 
SUBORDINATE OFFICER. YOU KNOW IT, I KNOW IT. HE WENT OUT THERE 
)ITH ALL GOOD INTENTIONS TO SETOUT AND DO THAT AS EVERY OTHER 
>FFICER HAS IN THE PAST. 

HE QUESTIONED HIMSELF ABOUT SOMETHING THAT LOOKED 
IND OF BIG, AND HE WENT AND SOUGHT SOME ADVICE FROM A 
iETECTIVE, WHERE HE’S SUPPOSED TO. THAT DETECTIVE WENT TO HIS 
SUPERVISOR AND TOLD HIM. AND EVEN AS THAT SUPERVISOR TESTIFIED 
N THIS COURTROOM THAT HE COMPARED IT TO WATERGATE, BUT YET HE 
MOVED IT ASIDE, SHOVED IT ASIDE. WE’VE HEARD THAT. 

WE’VE HEARD FROM EXPERT TESTIMONY AN AD HOC 
OMMITTEE MET IN FORMULATING THE REGULATION THAT WE’RE TRYING TO 
iAMN THE OFFICER FOR. WE, THE DEPARTMENT, SHOVED IT ASIDE. 

OH, NO, WE’RE NOT GOING TO TRAIN ALL THESE PEOPLE. WE’RE GOING 
O SHOVE IT ASIDE." AND THEN WE EXPECT THIS OFFICER TO BE ALL 
RIGHT, ALL KNOWING AND DO THE RIGHT THING AT THE RIGHT TIME. 

ARE WE REALLY TRYING THE CHURCH OF SCIENTOLOGY 
ITI GAT I ON?' THAT IS FAR BEYOND OUR SCOPE. RIGHT NOW IT’S IN 
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"HE JUDICIAL COURTS UP IN WASHINGTON, I.R.S, F.B.I. ARE WE 
REALLY TRYING THAT? ARE WE RETRYING GENE INGRAM? ARE WE GOING 
"O DO THAT OR ARE YOU TELLING ME OR THE OFFICER OR OTHER 
>FFICERS ON THIS DEPARTMENT THAT WHEN SOMEONE COMES, AND IF THEY 
■1AVE WHAT WE FEEL IS SULLIED PAST, THAT NO, YOU SHOVE THEM 
ISIDE? YOU AREN’T GOING TO SIT DOWN AND EVEN START DEFENDING 
'HEM AND GOING OUT AND ENFORCING THE LAW UNLESS YOU GO UP AND 
SET THE CHIEF OF POLICE OR CAPTAIN’S APPROVAL. 

I DON’T THINK THAT. IF IT IS, I SHOULDN’T HAVE 
SEEN A POLICE OFFICER FOR 22 YEARS. I THINK WHAT WE’RE LOOKING 
ST HERE IS THE INTENT OF THE OFFICER, THE REAL INTENT, FOR WHAT 
\E DID AND WHY HE DID IT. HE SAW A VIOLATION. HE FELT THAT HE 
JAS GOING TO DO HIS DUTY, HIS OBLIGATION, AND HE IS AN 
SGGRESSIVE OFFICER. YOU WILL SEE, I WILL PUT THIS IN, YOU WILL 
SEE BY HIS OWN PACKAGE THAT HE IS — HE GOES OUT AND SEEKS IT 
JUT AND GETS IT. 

TO STATE RIGHT NOW THAT HE IS IN VIOLATION OF A 
IEPARTMENT MANUAL THAT EVEN THE EXPERT SCRATCHES HIS HEAD ABOUT, 
SVEN THE BOARD QUERIES, THE EXPERT, AND THEY THEMSELVES HAVE TO 
IUERY THEM IN SEVERAL DIFFERENT WAYS TO GET WHAT THEY WANT OUT 
■F THEM. I THINK IT’S UNFAIR. 

I THINK PHIL RODRIGUEZ SHOULDN’T BE IN THAT CHAIR. 
HE LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT’S SUPERVISORY MANAGERIAL STAFF 
WOULD BE. IF WE DAMN PHIL RODRIGUEZ, WE DAMN OURSELVES FOR OUR 


INCOMPETENCY. 




1 

•T» 

3 

4 

cr 

6 

8 

8 

10 

1 1 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

IS 

19 

20 

21 

23 

24 

25 


158 


AND I HOPE THAT THE DECISION THAT YOU’RE GOING TO 
1AKE IS GOING TO BE IN FAIRNESS TO EVERY OFFICER HERE THAT WE 
3AMN WELL RESPECT THEIR ABILITY AND THEIR KNOWLEDGE AND THEIR 
DECISION MAKING AT THE TIME FOR WHAT KNOWLEDGE AND EXPERTISE 
"HEY HAVE. IF WE DID NOT PROVIDE IT, WE CANNOT DAMN THEM, 

THANK YOU. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: OKAY. AT THIS POINT IN TIME THE BOARD 
JILL DELIBERATE ON THE EVIDENCE PRESENTED TO COME TO A FINDING. 
INASMUCH AS THE AREA HERE IS NOT CONDUCIVE TO US DISMISSING 
EVERYONE AND SITTING HERE, THE BOARD WILL GO UP TO BUREAU OF 
SPECIAL INVESTIGATION, MY OFFICE PRESENTLY, AND DELIBERATE 
'HERE. OKAY. AND WE WILL RECONVENE WHEN THE BOARD HAS REACHED 
ITS DECISION. 

(BOARD DELIBERATES) 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: LET THE RECORD REFLECT THAT THE BOARD 

IAS DELIBERATED ON THE CHARGES AND HAS COME TO THE FOLLOWING 

:onclusions: 

OFFICER RODRIGUEZ, AS TO COUNT 4, THE BOARD FINDS 
'OU GUILTY IN THAT YOU HAVE PLED GUILTY AND TESTIFIED AS TO THE 
YPE OF WORK, LOCATION AND WAGE THAT YOU RECEIVED WHICH 
NDICATES THAT YOU WERE IN FACT EMPLOYED WITHOUT A PERMIT. 

COUNTS 1, 2 AND 3, THE BOARDS UNANIMOUSLY FINDS YOU 

iUILTY OF ALL THREE COUNTS AND IT’S BASED ON THE FOLLOWING: 

NUMBER ONE, THREE DOCUMENTS WHICH WERE SUBMITTED, 
SIGNED BY YOU AND WHICH INDICATED THAT YOU NOT ONLY AUTHORIZED, 
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?UT DIRECTED MR. EUGENE INGRAM AND OTHERS TO UTILIZE ELECTRONIC 
EAVESDROPPING EQUIPMENT TO MONITOR CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATIONS. 
rHE BOARD FEELS THAT CONFIDENTIALITY IS NOT RESTRICTED TO TWO 
PERSONS, BUT RATHER CAN BE CONTAINED WITHIN AN ORGANIZATION. 
rHE MANNER IN WHICH THE PARTIES MET IN GRIFFITH PARK CLEARLY 
INDICATE A DESIRE FOR PRIVACY AND CONFIDENTIALITY. 

NUMBER TWO, YOU ADMITTED SIGNING THE 
YBOVE-MENTIONED DOCUMENTS AND WERE FAMILIAR WITH THE CONTENTS. 

NUMBER THREE, YOU ADMITTED THAT YOU DID NOT SEEK 
APPROPRIATE APPROVAL AS DICTATED BY THE DEPARTMENT MANUAL. 

NUMBER FOUR, TESTIMONY OF CAPTAINS TAYLOR AND 
1AYES, YOUR COMMANDING OFFICERS IN THE CHAIN OF COMMAND, THAT 
rHEY DID NOT GRANT SUCH APPROVAL. 

NUMBER FIVE, BY DIRECTING MR. INGRAM TO 
SURREPTITIOUSLY MONITOR CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATIONS, YOU, IN 
EFFECT, CREATED AN AGENCY RELATIONSHIP WHICH WOULD OBVIATE ANY 
EXCLUSION THAT MIGHT NOT BE ADDRESSED IN THE DEPARTMENT MANUAL 
*S TO THE INVOLVEMENT OF THIRD PARTIES. ON CROSS-EXAMINATION, 
'OU ADMIT THAT MR. INGRAM WAS YOUR AGENT. 

NUMBER SIX, IT APPEARS TO THE BOARD THAT YOU WERE 
tWARE OF THE POTENTIAL FOR INAPPROPRIATENESS IN THAT YOU SOUGHT 
NFORMATION FROM AN ABBREVIATED AND OUTDATED PERSONAL COPY OF A 
DEPARTMENT MANUAL" AND SOUGHT THE ADVICE OF A POLICE OFFICER 
11-DETECTIVE TRAINEE WHO GAVE YOU A WARNING. 

THE BOARD FEELS COMPELLED TO COMMENT ON REMAF:KS 
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REGARDINS MR. INGRAM. THE BOARD IS NOT CRITICAL OF ANY 
ASSOCIATION YOU MIGHT HAVE HAD WITH HIM; HOWEVER, THE NOTORIETY 
CONNECTED WITH MR. INGRAM’S DEPARTURE FROM THE LOS ANGELES 
'OLICE DEPARTMENT COUPLED WITH THE EXTENSIVE MEDIA COVERAGE AND 
.AWSUITS AGAINST THE DEPARTMENT IN REGARD TO COVERT OPERATIONS 
SHOULD HAVE CAUSED ANY MEMBER OF THE DEPARTMENT, REGARDLESS OF 
NOWLEDGE, EXPERTISE OR RANK, TO SEEK ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVAL. 

THOSE ARE THE FINDINGS OF THE BOARD. 

THE BOARD WILL NOW ASK THE ROOM TO EMPTY. WE WILL 
!XAMINE OFFICER RODRIGUEZ’ PERSONNEL PACKAGES. 

MR. HORN: MR. CHAIRMAN, WITH LEAVE OF THE COURT, I WAS 
iOING TO MAKE A REQUEST. AS A MATTER OF FACT, I’M GOING TO MAKE 
i REQUEST THAT THE COURT ORDER THE REPORTER TO PREPARE AN 
XPEDITED TRANSCRIPT OF THESE PROCEEDINGS SO THAT WE MAY TAKE 
HATEVER APPROPRIATE ADMINISTRATIVE OR LEGAL REMEDY WITHIN THE 
ERIOD OF TIME REQUIRED. 

IF IT IS THE BOARD’S FEELING THAT AN EXPEDITED COPY 
F THESE PROCEEDINGS WOULD BE TOO COSTLY, I ASSURE THE BOARD 
HAT I WILL — I AM PREPARED TO PAY AT MY EXPENSE WHATEVER 
DDITIONAL COSTS ARE INCURRED BY MEANS OF SUCH — 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: THAT’S NOT NECESSARY, MR. HORN. YOUR 
EQUEST IS REASONABLE. 

MR. HORN: THANK YOU. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: AND THE DEPARTMENT WILL TAKE CARE OF 

HAT. 
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MR. HORN: THANK YOU. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: IF POSSIBLE, WE’D LIKE TO HAVE THE 

COPY OF THE TRANSCRIPT OF THESE EXPEDITED. 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: COULD I HAVE — 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: DO YOU WANT ANY CHARACTER WITNESSES 

-•RIOR TO OR AFTER? 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: I BELIEVE THE DEFENSE WISHES THE RECORD 

OF THE ACCUSED OFFICER TO STAND FOR ITSELF. I DON’T THINK WE 
HAVE ANY PROBLEM WITH YOUR PERFORMANCE, BUT I WOULD REQUEST 
1AYBE ABOUT FIVE MINUTES WITH THE ADVOCATE ON SOME ISSUES OF 
APPROPRIATENESS OF WHAT THE BOARD MEMBERS ARE GOING TO REVIEW 
^IGHT NOW. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: THE BOARD MEMBERS? 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: I JUST WANTED TO BE SURE THAT 

HOT-SUSTAINED ALLEGATIONS ARE NOT — THEIR COVER LETTERS ARE NOT 
IN THERE, AND THIS HAS BEEN THE PAST PRACTICE OF THE BOARD’S. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: THE INVESTIGATION OF A NOT-SUSTAINED 
COMPLAINT SHOULD NOT BE IN THE PACKAGE. 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: EVEN REFERENCE TO IT SHOULD NOT BE IN. 

SGT. CARTER: THE RAP SHEETS HAVE BEEN REDACTED. 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: THAT’S ALL I’M CONCERNED WITH. 

SGT. CARTER: IT HAS BEEN REDACTED. 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: COULD I VIEW THAT? THAT’S ALL I WANT TO 
30 REAL QUICK SO I KNOW. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: I HAVE TO ADDRESS THE SPECTATORS IN 
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REGARDLESS OF HOW MANY CHARGES AN OFFICER IS FOUND GUILTY OF, WE 
30 THROUGH THE OFFICER’S PERSONNEL HISTORY, HIS RECORD OF HIS 
EMPLOYMENT IN THE DEPARTMENT. THIS IS CONFIDENTIAL AND IT’S AT 
"HIS POINT IN TIME WHERE THE OFFICER CAN POINT OUT THAT WHICH HE 
JISHES US TO SEE IN HIS PACKAGE, RESPOND TO ANY REMARKS THAT WE 
1AY MAKE REGARDING THIS PACKAGE. 


AND AS A RESULT, WE HAVE TO ASK THE BOARD ROOM TO 
*E CLEARED DURING THIS THING, DURING THIS PHASE. AND AFTER WE 
EXAMINE THE PACKAGE, IF THERE ARE GOING TO BE CHARACTER 
il'TNESSES, THEN EVERYBODY IS INVITED BACK DURING THE TESTIMONY 
IF CHARACTER WITNESSES AND THE BOARD THEN DELIBERATES ON A 
•ENALTY. 

FOLLOWING THOSE DELIBERATIONS, EVERYBODY IS INVITED 
!ACK TO HEAR THE FINDINGS. BUT DURING THIS PORTION IN WHICH THE 
'ERSONNEL PACKAGE IS EXAMINED, THERE CAN BE NO SPECTATORS 
'RESENT, OKAY? 


THANK YOU. 

I 


(DISCUSSION OFF THE RECORD) 

(HEARING ROOM IS CLEARED OF SPECTATORS.) 

SGT. CARTER: MR. CHAIRMAN, THE RECORD SHOULD REFLECT 
HAT THE ADVOCATE IS PROVIDING THE BOARD MEMBERS WITH OFFICER 
ODRIGUEZ’ PERSONNEL PACKAGES. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: LET THE RECORD SHOW THAT THE BOARD HAS 

I 

ECEIVED THE PACKAGES. OKAY. I WOULD — MR. HORN? 
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I HOPE THAT YOU TAKE THAT INTO CONSIDERATION IN 
DEALING WITH THAT * AND I GIVE YOU AN ANALOGY SOMETIMES I USE 
; !UITE OFTEN. IF YOU BUY A ROLLS ROYCE CAR AND THE BRAKES GO 
>UT 7 YOU DON’T THROW AWAY THE WHOLE VEHICLE, ESPECIALLY WHEN YOU 
iAVE THAT MUCH INVESTED. I THINK THE CITY AND THE DEPARTMENT 
iAS A MULTI-MILLION DOLLAR MACHINE HERE. 

AND THE — FOR ONE, THE WORD CO-COUNSEL USED WAS 
TRANSGRESSION." AND THE INTENT IS NOT A — WAS NOT A CRIME. 

)IS INTENT WAS TO DO AN AGGRESSIVE JOB AND HONEST JOB OUT THERE. 

THINK WE’RE ASKING THE BOARD’S LENIENCY, NOT VINDICATION, AND 
INDERSTANDING IN RENDERING A FAIR AND PROPER PENALTY. 

THANK YOU. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: DO YOU HAVE ANY CHARACTER WITNESSES? 

SGT. HERNANDEZ: NO, SIR. 

MR. HORN: WE INTEND TO REST ON THE OFFICER’S RECORD. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: THE RECORD WILL REFLECT THAT THE 

HAIRMAN IS RETURNING THE OFFICER’S PERSONNEL PACKAGES TO THE 
EPARTMENT ADVOCATE. 

SGT. CARTER: THANK YOU. THE DEPARTMENT IS RECEIVING THE 
ECORDS. 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: WE WILL NOW DELIBERATE ON PENALTY. WE 
ILL GO BACK UP SO THAT THE ROOM CAN BE — PEOPLE CAM HAVE SOME 
LACE TO SIT. 

(BOARD DELIBERATES) 

CAPTAIN DOCHERTY: LET THE RECORD REFLECT THAT THE BOARD 
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■IAS DELIBERATED ON PENALTY AND HAS COME TO THE FINAL CONCLUSION 
!N THIS HEARING. 

OFFICER RODRIGUEZ, THE BOARD HAS COME TO A 
INCLUSION THROUGH A REALIZATION OF THE SEVERITY OF YOUR ACTIONS 
,T A POINT IN TIME WHEN LAW ENFORCEMENT IS MOST SENSITIVE TO THE 
:iVIL RIGHTS OF ALL MEMBERS OF THE COMMUNITY, AS EVIDENCED BY 
‘HE STEPS BEING TAKEN TO ADMINISTRATIVELY REVIEW ANY POSSIBLE 
ACTION THAT MIGHT ABRIDGE THOSE RIGHTS, YOU BECAME INVOLVED IN A 
SURREPTITIOUS INVESTIGATION THAT ULTIMATELY GAVE THE APPEARANCE 
>F BEING ENFORCED BY THE LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT. 

YOU ELECTED TO DO THESE THINGS WITHOUT SEEKING 
iPPROPRIATE COUNSEL OR APPROBATION FROM THE DEPARTMENT. YOUR 
iCTIONS HAVE SERIOUSLY JEOPARDIZED THE CREDIBILITY OF THIS 
lEF'ARTMENT. 

WE HAVE WEIGHED THE GOOD IN YOUR PACKAGE WITH THE 
tCTS THAT YOU HAVE BEEN FOUND GUILTY OF AND CONCLUDED THAT, 
lESPITE YOUR POOR JUDGMENT IN THIS CASE, WE FEEL THAT YOU HAVE A 
IALVAGEABLE CAREER. WE, THEREFORE, WILL RECOMMEND TO THE CHIEF 
»F POLICE THAT YOU BE SUSPENDED FOR SIX MONTHS. LET THE RECORD 
IEFLECT THAT SIX MONTHS’ SUSPENSION IS A SUSPENSION FOR A PERIOD 
>F 129 DAYS. 


THE CASE IS CLOSED. 

(HEARING ADJOURNED AT 6: DO F’.M.) 
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DECISION OF THE BOARD 


THE BOARD FINDS THAT THE ACCUSED I 
GUILTY OF COUNTS, 1, 2, 3 AND 4. 


THE BOARD THEREFORE PRESCRIBES ITS 
PENALTY AS FOLLOWS; 

THAT POLICE OFFICER PHILIP A- 
RODRIGUEZ BE SUSPENDED FROM HIS 
POSITION AS POLICE OFFICER FOR A 
PERIOD OF 129 DAYS- 
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REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE 

MELON! D. BROWN CSR. NO.5414 


DO HEREBY CERTIFY: 

THAT THE FOREGOING TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS WAS 
TAKEN BEFORE ME ON WEDNESDAY OCTOBER 9, 1985 _ 

AT THE TIME AND PLACE THEREIN SET FORTH, AND WAS TAKEN DOWN BY 
ME IN SHORTHAND, AND THEREAFTER TRANSCRIBED INTO TYPEWRITING 
UNDER MY DIRECTION AND SUPERVISION; 


AND I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING TRANSCRIPT 


OF PROCEEDINGS IS A FULL, TRUE AND CORRECT TRANSCRIPT OF MY 
SHORTHAND NOTES SO TAKEN. 

I FURTHER CERTIFY THAT I AM NEITHER COUNSEL FOR NOR 
RELATED TO ANY PARTY TO SAID ACTION, NOR IN ANYWISE INTERESTED 
IN THE OUTCOME THEREOF. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I HAVE HEREUNTO SUBSCRIBED MY 
NAME THIS 1 1 DAY OF OCTOBER _, 

19 35 . 



KENNEDY COURT REPORTERS, INC 
















